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Abstract
Over the past 50 years, attention to domestic violence as a social problem has
grown substantially. With this heightened interest, remedies available to survivors have
evolved in both scope and access. One popular avenue of help-seeking concerns civil
protection orders (POs), which attempt to prevent subsequent abuse by setting conditions
that regulate future interaction between abusers and survivors. Abusers, unfortunately,
often violate POs with estimates of cases with violations ranging from 40 to 60%.
Relatively little research, however, has examined the nature and determinants of PO
violations using court records.
This dissertation addresses these little-studied issues by exploring variations in the
nature of reported PO violations using 305 POs filed in St. Louis County. PO case files
include survivors’ accounts of initial and subsequent victimization as well as the court’s
response. Results indicate that a number of different PO violations are reported and that
the correlates of PO violations vary between different types of violations. The correlates
of violations involving continued abuse (e.g., assault, stalking) that are reported to the
court are consistent with the correlates of violations captured in data relying on police
records or participant disclosure. The correlates of violations involving technical
violations of the PO (e.g., non-threatening communication, breach of parenting
arrangements), however, are less consistent with prior research. This dissertation
concludes with policy recommendations intended to improve the efficacy of POs as a
mechanism to protect survivors of domestic violence.
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Chapter 1: An Introduction to Domestic Violence
Prior to the 1960s, most people in the United States viewed domestic violence as
a private, family matter, and therefore, beyond the scope of the justice system. This
perspective fell by the wayside in the 1970s as the Battered Women’s Movement
challenged the prevailing orthodoxy and called for state intervention to protect women
who were victimized by intimate partners (see Renzetti, Edleson, & Bergen, 2017). Both
the criminal and civil justice systems responded to these calls. Two notable responses in
the criminal justice system were the expanded capacity of the police to arrest domestic
violence suspects and increased punishment for those found guilty (see Fagan, 1996). The
most prominent response by the civil justice system was protection orders (POs), which
restrict contact between perpetrators and survivors of domestic violence.1, 2
Within academia, the first scholars to closely examine domestic violence were
concerned with understanding its prevalence and underlying causes. The competing
perspectives of feminist and family violence scholars emerged as the most dominant
voices in this discussion (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Dobash et al., 1992; Dutton, 1994;
Straus, 1977). Feminist scholars argued that domestic violence is rooted primarily in
gender inequality. In contrast, family violence scholars suggested that sexism may be one
of many factors that fuel familial conflict, which they viewed as the primary cause of
domestic violence. Although feminist and family violence scholars were at odds about
the underlying source of domestic violence, they each believed it to be a relatively

1
Remedies available in the civil court system also include divorce when parties are married as well as child
custody and child support lawsuits when children are involved. None of these solutions, however, address
patterns of domestic violence and may be utilized in the absence of domestic violence.
2
Depending on the jurisdiction, civil protection orders may also be referred to as orders of protection,
restraining orders, or no-contact orders.

1

homogenous experience (i.e., all domestic violence stemmed from either gender
inequality or family conflict). This notion was challenged in the mid-1990s by scholars
who instead argued that the causes and consequences of domestic violence were much
more nuanced and complex than either of the initial perspectives proposed (e.g.,
Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart, 1994; Johnson, 1995).
Like early feminist and family violence scholars, the initial criminal and civil
justice efforts to battle domestic violence were also developed under the notion that
domestic violence emanated from a singular source and, consequently, all cases could be
handled with standardized approaches (e.g., arrest on the criminal side and protective
orders on the civil side). Despite the scholarship presented in the 1990s that argued that
domestic violence does not emanate from a single source and that it can take many forms,
justice system responses to domestic violence have not evolved. This suggests that
current justice system practices aimed at combating domestic violence might not provide
protection to all survivors. In other words, if scholars such as Johnson (1995; 2008) are
correct in that the sources and nature of domestic violence are varied, it may be that the
uniform responses of the justice system are not well suited to dealing with it.
The ultimate goal of both criminal and civil justice responses to domestic violence
is to reduce the likelihood of continued violence. Recent scholarship has suggested that
one civil justice response — the protective order — may not always effectively reduce a
survivor’s risk of subsequent violence (e.g., Cordier et al., 2009; Grau, Fagan, & Wexler,
1984; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b). Generally, scholars find that POs effectively protect
survivors from re-abuse approximately 40-60% of the time. This means that between
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40% and 60% of POs granted to survivors of domestic violence are violated. However,
less is known about those factors that may be related to whether an order is violated.
To address this gap, this dissertation explores how cases in which PO violations
are reported to the court vary from cases in which POs are obtained, but violations are not
reported. In addition to examining differences in case and party characteristics, recent
theoretical innovations related to typologies of violent relationships are considered.
Additionally, for cases in which violations are reported, this dissertation explores the
varied nature of reported PO violations and examines the case and party characteristics
associated with different types of violations. Special attention is paid to distinguishing
violations of continued abuse or re-abuse (e.g., assault) from technical violations of the
PO (e.g., communication).
The data used to undertake these efforts were obtained from case files kept by the
St. Louis County’s Specialized Civil Domestic Violence Court. Allegations of PO
violations were analyzed to determine the nature of reported violations. Case and party
characteristics included in PO case files were then used to identify points of distinction
between cases in which PO violations were reported from those cases in which PO
violations were not reported.
The next section of this chapter provides a summary of what previous research
has disclosed about the correlates of domestic violence. This is followed by a review of
key theoretical notions about domestic violence. Next, comes a section that discusses
how domestic violence came to be viewed as a problem deserving justice system
involvement and how the justice system responded to calls demanding that it take a
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leading role in battling domestic violence. The chapter concludes with an overview of the
research questions and hypotheses guiding the remainder of this dissertation.
Correlates of Domestic Violence
There is a great deal of empirical evidence to suggest that certain populations may
be at heightened risk of experiencing domestic violence. Although persons of all
backgrounds experience domestic violence, women, persons with a history of abuse, and
persons from disadvantaged backgrounds (i.e., those with low levels of education and/or
those with a low socioeconomic status) are at a particularly high risk (e.g., Buzawa,
Buzawa, & Stark, 2017; Breiding et al., 2014; Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999;
Herrenkohl et al., 2008; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b). Some research also indicates that
persons of color, particularly African Americans, may also be at an increased risk of
victimization (e.g., Black et al., 2011; Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999), though this may
be largely due to differences in socioeconomic status and community contexts (Benson et
al., 2004).
Gender & Severity of Violence
The vast majority of studies using nationally representative samples, such as the
Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) and the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s National Intimate Partner and Sexual
Violence Survey (NISVS), find that the women are significantly more likely to
experience domestic violence at some point in their lives than are men. Most studies
estimate that about 1 in 4 women and 1 in 10 men will experience domestic violence
within their lifetime (e.g., Smith et al., 2018; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b; BJS, 2019).
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When looking at recent victimization (i.e., within the past 12 months), however,
gendered rates of victimization tend to be more similar (e.g., Breiding et al., 2014). This
is particularly true of studies with samples restricted to married or cohabitating partners,
such as The National Family Violence Survey (NFVS), which indicate that roughly 11%
of both men and women are assaulted by an intimate partner annually (Straus & Gelles,
1986). One explanation addressing the variation of gendered rates of victimization
experienced recently and over the life course focuses on differences in violence
perpetrated by former partners and by current partners (Carbone-Lopez, Rennison, &
Macmillan, 2012; Johnson, 2011; Johnson, Leone, & Xu, 2014).
Critics, however, have noted several methodological concerns which may impact
findings of gender symmetry in the perpetration and victimization of domestic violence.
Aim is most strongly taken by feminist scholars at studies using the NFVS, frequently
used by family violence scholars. Most notably, critics indicate problems with how
domestic violence is presented to participants, so as to suggest that it is not unusual.
Moreover, respondents are not asked about the context of violence perpetration (e.g.,
whether it was committed in self-defense) or the extent of injury (Kurz, 1989). Others
note problems in the responses provided by participants, citing inherent differences in
reporting among men and women concerning both victimization and perpetration of
domestic violence (Dobash et al., 1992; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b).
In addition, some contend that reported similarities in men’s and women’s risk
and perpetration of domestic violence in samples of married and cohabitating partners is
tied to the types of violence experienced. Johnson (2006) asserts that men and women are
equally likely to perpetrate less aggressive forms of violence, whereas men are the
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primary perpetrators of more severe forms of violence. This is supported in national
samples that find that as the seriousness of violence increases, so too does the gendered
gap in victimization. For example, the National Violence Against Women (NVAW)
Survey finds that women are about three times more likely than men to be hit or slapped
by an intimate partner, but women are twelve times more likely than men to have a
partner choke or attempt to drown them (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b).3
Understandably, as the seriousness of violence increases, so too does the risk of
injury (e.g., Carbone-Lopez, Kruttschnitt, & MacMillan, 2006). Whereas domestic
violence accounts for 5% of all interpersonal injuries sustained by men (BJS, 2019),
domestic violence accounts for 15-20% of all interpersonal injuries sustained by women
(Devries et al., 2013). National homicide trends also indicate profound disparities
regarding men and women’s victimization. The Uniform Crime Report, managed by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, reports that 17% of the roughly 17,000 homicides
recorded in 2017 were committed by an intimate partner or family member (FBI, 2017).
While intimate partner homicide accounts for roughly 45% of all female deaths, only 5%
of all male deaths are the result of an intimate partner homicide (Cooper & Smith, 2011).
History of Abuse
Research consistently indicates that domestic violence survivors tend to have long
histories of abuse both as adults and as children (Breiding et al., 2014; Cohen et al., 2000;
Herrenkohl et al., 2008; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b). According to the NISVS, roughly
25% of women and 15% of men who suffer from intimate partner violence were first

3

One exception concerns the gendered use of weapons with men more likely to be victimized by both
intimate partners and non-intimate persons than are women (Catalano, 2013). Melton and Belknap explain
that “women may be more likely to use weapons [against men] in an effort to balance out the biological
strength differences between men and women,” (2003: 245).
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victimized as children (before the age of 17), with an additional 45% of both women and
men experiencing their first victimization as young adults (between the ages of 18 and
25; Breiding et al., 2014). Moreover, some studies have found mere exposure to domestic
violence as a child to be associated with later victimization as an adult (Capaldi et al.,
2012; Stith et al., 2000). Not only do domestic violence survivors’ histories of abuse
begin at an early age, but they also experience frequent victimization (Tjaden &
Thoennes, 2000b). Results from the NVAW Survey estimate that both women and men
survivors of domestic violence experience an average of 3.5 physical assaults perpetrated
by an intimate partner per year (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b). As the frequency of
victimization increases, survivors are also at greater risk of more severe forms of violence
(Catalano, 2013).
Disadvantage
Persons coming from a low socioeconomic background are also disproportionally
impacted by domestic violence (e.g., Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Carlson, Harris, &
Holden, 1999). Benson and Fox (2004) found that both living in areas of concentrated
disadvantage and personally experiencing socioeconomic disadvantage independently
increase the likelihood of domestic violence. Victimization is most likely, however, when
neighborhood and individual spheres of disadvantage combine, such that persons of low
socioeconomic status residing in disadvantaged neighborhoods are the most vulnerable.
Theoretical Overview of Domestic Violence
Correlates of domestic violence supported in empirical studies are used to help
explain the causes and consequences of domestic violence. Various strands of feminist
and family violence theories are most frequently relied upon to explain domestic violence
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victimization. Feminist theories hold that gender inequality is the most salient factor in
explaining victimization. These theories argue that gendered violence is reinforced by
patriarchal societal norms, values, and laws that promote notions of dominant males
controlling subservient females (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Hunnicutt, 2009; Smith,
1990). Prevailing patriarchal norms, therefore, are used to explain the increased use of
violence by men against women seen in studies emanating from the NCVS, NISVS, and
other data sources.
In contrast, family violence explanations recognize gender inequality as a
contributing factor, but ultimately identify social acceptance of violence as a means of
problem-solving as the root cause of domestic violence. Family violence theories are
grounded in the notion that conflict is a constant within the family and that violence is
often used to resolve said conflict. While gender inequality may contribute to conflict
within the family, it is not seen as the sole cause of domestic violence (Lawson, 2012).
Family violence theorists argue that because there are no differences in the ways in which
women and men respond to conflict, women are as likely as men to perpetrate violence.
These notions are supported by findings from the NFVS.
Early feminist and family violence scholars engaged in fierce debate and were at
an impasse as to which theoretical framework was more accurate with neither camp
giving much credence to opposing arguments (e.g. Dobash et al., 1992; Dutton, 1994).
They did, however, both believe that domestic violence was a relatively homogenous
experience. Whereas feminist scholars maintained that all domestic violence was rooted
in patriarchal dominance, family violence scholars held that all domestic violence
stemmed from general family conflict. The introduction of typologies of violence in the
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1990s, however, challenged the notion of domestic violence as a singular phenomenon
and instead suggested that domestic violence may be complex.4
Johnson (1995; 2008) focuses on characteristics of the relationship and notes the
importance of both symmetry of violence and control in disentangling different types of
domestic abuse. He notes that one type of violence, coercive controlling violence, which
is both controlling and asymmetrical, has traditionally been the subject of feminist
research. This, he argues, explains why early research on domestic violence, which
frequently used samples drawn from battered women’s shelters, indicated that women
were overwhelmingly the victims of domestic violence and men the perpetrators. In
contrast, Johnson indicates that family violence scholars most frequently study situational
couple violence, which is symmetrical (i.e., men and women are equally as likely to be
both victims and perpetrators of domestic violence) and not controlling.
The development of domestic violence typologies implies that there are notable
differences between types of violence. Not only may certain populations be more likely
to experience particular types of violence, but the utilization and efficacy of societal
responses to domestic violence may also vary based on the type of violence in question.
The Criminalization of Domestic Violence
Laws reflect social norms and values, and thus may vary drastically across both
space and time. One profound example of the evolution of law concerns domestic
violence, which had been long been practiced and legally protected in most societies until
relatively recently.

4

Johnson’s (1995; 2008) typology of violent relationships in particular helped to reconcile the different
findings of feminist and family violence scholars by suggesting a merging of the frameworks.
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Although domestic violence did not command serious academic attention until the
latter part of the 20th century, scholars have noted the persistence of domestic violence
throughout the ages. Dobash and Dobash assert that domestic violence “has existed for
centuries as an acceptable and indeed, a desirable part of a patriarchal family system”
(1977: 427), and Gelles and Straus (1979) specifically highlight the commonality of
domestic violence within American society. Although a frequent practice, many states
cited concerns of family privacy in their decision not to criminalize and/or intervene up to
and throughout most of the 1960s.
The 1970’s, however, saw a dramatic shift in the American justice system’s
response to domestic violence, due in large part to “the convergence of the interests of
feminists, victim advocates, and some conservative politicians interested in expanding the
use of the law to enforce ‘public morality’” (Fagan, 1996: 9). By 1980, nearly every state
recognized domestic violence as a criminal offense. Furthermore, passage of the 1994
Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) provided federal funding for local and state
agencies to combat domestic violence and signaled a turning point in the ways in which
domestic violence is viewed and responded to in the United States (e.g., Fagan, 1996).
Although the criminalization of domestic violence signaled substantial progress,
laws pertaining to domestic violence continue to vary across jurisdictions. Most criminal
laws necessitate physical components of violence, although some do recognize a limited
range of non-physical components as well (NCSL, 2019). Discrepancies also exist
pertaining to protected parties. Many early domestic violence laws were written
exclusively to protect married couples (e.g., Colker, 2006). Over time, however,
legislation generally expanded to also include unmarried intimate partners as well as
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persons related by blood or marriage (e.g., adult children or in-laws) (Buzawa, Buzawa,
& Stark, 2017; Eigenberg et al., 2003; NCSL, 2019).
Responses to Domestic Violence
The criminalization of domestic violence greatly expanded formal resources
available to survivors (Fagan, 1996). This included increased access to hotlines, shelters,
health care (e.g., rape crisis centers), and other social service agencies (Durfee, 2017).
Additionally, the criminal justice system assumed a much more prominent role in
combating domestic violence. The efficacy of a number of criminal justice system
responses, such as mandatory or preferred arrest policies, as well as no-drop prosecution
policies, has been extensively studied (e.g., Klinger, 1995; Sherman & Berk, 1984; Smith
& Davis, 2004).5
However, the civil court system also came to play an important role in combatting
domestic violence. In fact, “the most common court response to domestic violence,” is
the civil protection order (PO) which intends to limit contact between parties through
conditions regulating behavior (Center for Court Innovation, n.d., 1). While scholars have
explored characteristics associated with the utilization of POs (e.g., Etter and Birzer,
2007), as well as the reporting of PO violations to the police (e.g., Carlson, Harris, and
Holden, 1999), less research has been devoted to understanding the case and party
characteristics associated with the reporting of PO violations to the court, as well as the

5

Mandatory arrest policies require responding officers to make an arrest for calls of domestic violence.
Preferred arrest policies strongly encourage officers to make arrest, but do allow for some officer
discretion. No-drop prosecution policies limit the extent to which prosecutors may dismiss cases of
domestic violence brought to their office. Hard no-drop policies require survivors to testify and bar any
cases from being dismissed. In contrast, soft no-drop policies do not mandate survivor participation and do
allow prosecutors to dismiss some cases when survivors remain unwilling to testify (Renzetti, Edelson, &
Bergen, 2017).
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types of violations most commonly reported. This dissertation focuses on these two
understudied areas.
Reporting Violations
Understandably, not all cases in which PO violations occur will be reported to the
court. It is crucial, therefore, to understand whether cases in which PO violations are
reported to the court are fundamentally different from cases in which no PO violations
are reported. It is also important to determine whether PO violations are more common
among certain types of violent relationships.
The incorporation of typologies of domestic violence may provide further
distinction as to whether cases involving particular types of violence may be more likely
to report PO violations than others. Specifically, this dissertation assesses whether cases
involving PO violations are more likely to include coercive controlling violence,
recognized by both Johnson (1995) and Stark (2007), than to include cases in which
coercive controlling violence is not present.
Nature of PO Violations
The vast majority of research assessing PO violations does not differentiate the
type of violation reported. For example, distinctions are generally not made concerning
violations of continued abuse (e.g., assault) from technical violations (e.g.,
communication). This is problematic for a couple of different reasons. Not only may
some violations be more likely to occur than others, but the risk of reporting specific
violations may be greater for some survivors than for others. To this end, this dissertation
explores the types of PO violations that survivors commonly report to the court as well as
the case and party characteristics associated with different PO violations.
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Conclusion
The remainder of this dissertation is organized into the following chapters.
Chapter two provides a thorough account of theoretical perspectives of domestic violence
as well as an overview of empirical research that both supports and is critical of
theoretical tenets. This is followed by chapter three which details an evolved
understanding of survivor help-seeking, focusing specifically on utilization and efficacy
of the POs. Next, chapter four offers a synopsis of Missouri law regarding domestic
violence and the PO process. Chapter five outlines the research questions, data, and
methodology used, while also discussing basic sample descriptives. Next, chapter six
addresses the first research question pertaining to differences in case and party
characteristics associated with reported PO violations. The second research question
which explores the nature of reported PO violations is included in chapter seven. Finally,
chapter eight concludes the dissertation with a discussion of theoretical and policy
implications.
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Chapter 2: Theory and Policy Responses
Domestic violence became a focus of study around the 1970s as the Battered
Women’s Movement took hold in the United States. At this time, domestic violence came
to be seen as a criminal, as opposed to a private, matter, as it had been traditionally
(Renzetti, Edleson, & Bergen, 2017). Initially, scholars assumed domestic violence, and
wife battering in particular, to be a monolithic phenomenon in which husbands
perpetrated violent and controlling acts against their powerless wives (e.g., Dobash &
Dobash, 1979). Feminist theories held that gender inequality and patriarchal norms were
the root cause of such violence (Dobash & Dobash, 1979; Hunnicutt, 2009; Smith, 1990).
In contrast, family violence scholars maintained that women were as likely as
men to perpetrate violence against their spouses and cited general familial conflict as the
primary origin of domestic violence (e.g., Straus, 1977; Steinmetz, 1978). Under this
framework, gender inequality was simply one of many potential sources of conflict.
Heated debate ensued among feminist and family violence scholars for decades.
As research progressed (see below), however, it became clear that domestic
violence was more complicated and nuanced than either of the original perspectives
presented by feminist and family violence scholars. In order to make sense of these
competing frameworks, scholars began to propose typologies acknowledging different
types of abuse. Although the identification of different types of violence helps to marry
opposing schools of thought, the extent to which distinctions of types of domestic
violence may be used to inform justice system intervention is unclear.

14

Feminist Frameworks & Research
Feminist theories of domestic and intimate partner violence are grounded in the
notion that men hold a monopoly of power relative to women in nearly all societal
domains, including politics, education, the economy, and family life (e.g., Dobash &
Dobash, 1979; Renzetti, Edleson, & Bergen, 2013; Simpson, 1989).6 Historically, women
were viewed as legal property of their husbands or fathers. They were often subjected to
abuse and violence because they lacked adequate legal and social standing to protect
themselves. Dobash and Dobash explain that “the double standard in the law seemed
directed at protecting the rights and authority of men (after all, they were the lawmakers)
and controlling and oppressing women,” rendering them “appropriate” victims of
violence and abuse (1979: 37). The monopoly of violence by men against women,
therefore, stems from and is supported by this broader imbalance of power. As such,
feminist theories of victimization focus on broad patterns of patriarchal control, the tenets
of which have been supported in numerous empirical studies.7
Roy (1977) examined bivariate trends among a sample of battered women
recruited from a crisis hotline and found that the vast majority of women reported
frequent physical abuse perpetrated by their husbands. Dobash and Dobash (1979) dug
deeper and explored factors contributing to violence and violent relationships. In their
interviews with battered women, they identified patterns of a restricted social life,

6

There are, of course, various strands of feminism that identify different factors as the underlying cause of
the imbalance of power among men and women. Simpson indicates that “feminist theory is not one
perspective; it is a cacophony of comment and criticism,” (1989: 608). Among the most common strands of
feminist theory are liberal (e.g., Eisenstein, 1981) and radical (e.g., Firestone, 1970), socialist (e.g.,
Beauvoir, 1960), and intersectional feminism (e.g., Crenshaw, 1990), which also incorporate a focus on
individualism, sexuality, class, and race, respectively.
7
Feminist theorists contend that female violence perpetrated against males is almost always an act of selfdefense (Barnett, Lee, & Thelen, 1997). Critics, however, are not convinced and further scrutinize feminist
theorists’ emphasis on patriarchy to explain violence among same-sex couples (see Dutton, 1994).
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substantial expectations concerning domestic housework and childrearing, as well as
increasing social isolation and possessiveness from the male partner. Moreover, defiance
of these rules and expectations were “seen as affronts to the moral order and to his
authority,” (Dobash & Dobash, 1979: 93). Consequently, help-seeking and resistance was
often met with escalating violence.
The notion that violence is used primarily by males against female partners as a
means to control women has been supported in numerous other empirical studies (e.g.,
Bledsoe and Sar, 2011; Felson & Mesner, 2000; Stark 2007). Moreover, these trends are
found in large nationally representative samples, such as the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS) (e.g., Morgan & Kena, 2018).
Family Violence Frameworks & Research
Family violence theories also recognize patriarchal dominance as a source of
violence, however, these theories see sexism as just one of many contributors. Other
factors that family violence theories posit as drivers of domestic violence include
“stresses from difficult working conditions, unemployment, financial insecurity, and
health problems,” (Kurz, 1989: 492).8 Conflict, rather than control, is central to
understanding patterns of violence within the family. Gelles and Straus argue that conflict
“is an inevitable and necessary part of social relationship[s]” and that responding to
conflict with violence “is a normal part of family life in most societies,” (1979: 549).9

8

Some of the most prominent strains of family violence theory include systems and resource theories.
Systems theory suggests that violence arises from a complex network of factors including individual,
family structural, and social structural explanations that influence the perpetuation or desistance of violence
through learned feedback loops (Giles-Sims, 1983). Alternatively, resource theory suggests that violence is
used to achieve goals existing both within and outside of the relationship when individuals have no other
means to do so (Goode, 1971).
9
Violence as ‘normal’ is meant to mean “statistically common, culturally approved, and approved by [the
abuser],” (Gelles & Straus, 1979: 549).
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The notion that “violence begets violence” suggests that violent responses to conflict are
learned from other family members, especially when persons are young, and are
reinforced by social norms concerning the acceptance of violence (Straus, Gelles, &
Steinmetz, 1980). Moreover, the traditional view of family conflict as a private issue,
especially outside the purview of the criminal justice system, has “allow[ed] violence to
go unchecked,” (Kurz, 1989: 492).
Because family violence theories are not inherently gendered, a key tenet of this
perspective is that “women are as responsible as men for causing violence,” (Kurz, 1989:
493). Such a pattern was first found in studies using data from the National Family
Violence Survey (NFVS) which utilized the newly developed conflict tactics scale (CTS)
(Straus, 1979; Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1980).10 Findings from the NFVS suggested
that equal proportions of men and women (11% each) were assaulted by a partner (Straus
& Gelles, 1986).
These findings, of course, challenged the large body of feminist research, which
had been widely accepted. As such, “domestic violence advocates and service providers
largely ignored or strongly rejected these studies because they were so at odds with their
experiences in the shelters, hospitals, and courts,” (Kelly & Johnson, 2008: 477).
Additionally, Steinmetz’s (1978) publication of “The Battered Husband Syndrome,”
which suggested that partner violence experienced by men was similar in nature to that
experienced by women, was met with heavy criticism and further escalated the feud
(Berk, et al., 1983; Pleck et al., 1978). Not surprisingly, feminist scholars roundly

10

While many data sets used by feminist scholars focused on agency samples, the NFVS was unique in that
participants were not identified through formal avenues of help-seeking. Additionally, the CTS considered
equally violent a range of behaviors ranging from serious weapon use (i.e., gun or knife) to shoving and
pushing.
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criticized such claims of gender equality in violence (e.g., Berk, et al., 1983; Pleck et al.,
1978).
Synthesizing Frameworks of Domestic Violence
In an attempt to reconcile these opposing perspectives, Johnson noticed that the
feminist and family violence scholars relied on very different samples, which he
suggested contributed to their competing findings (1995). Research supporting the
feminist perspective had generally been derived from agency samples gathered from
women in contact with domestic violence shelters, hospitals, or the criminal justice
system. In contrast, family violence scholarship has been based upon general or
household surveys. Moreover, Johnson identifies issues within these samples which yield
“distinct, virtually nonoverlapping populations,” which he believes accounts for their
conflicting findings (1995: 291).
It is unlikely that women experiencing intermittent violence would file for a
divorce, or seek help from the police, the courts, or shelters. Consequently, these women
are largely excluded from agency samples. Thus, Johnson argues, agency samples used
by feminist scholars are likely to be skewed to only include the most extreme cases of
women needing to escape or separate from their abusive partner. This violence is likely to
be “more frequent, more likely to escalate, more severe, less likely to be mutual, and
perpetrated almost entirely by men,” (Johnson, 2008: 19).
Conversely, data used by family violence scholars come from large-scale general
surveys, such as the National Family Violence Survey (NFVS), which is assumed to be a
representative sample. Violence uncovered with the NFVS is likely to be infrequent, may
be perpetrated by men or women, and is unlikely to escalate over time. Johnson (1995),
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however, suggests that these data are subject to severe sampling biases. First, he suggests
that there are distinct differences between people who participate in large-scale general
surveys and those who do not. Specifically, he posits that perpetrators of serious and
frequent violence are unlikely to participate in these surveys, as are their survivors.
Second, Johnson (1995) questions the NFVS’s non-response rate, cited by researchers at
18%. Johnson recalculates the refusal rate to include outright refusals as well as those
who were unwilling or unable to answer basic screening questions. By Johnson’s (1995)
calculations, the NFVS non-response rate is closer to 40%, which calls into question the
representativeness of the sample.
In his argument, Johnson describes the debate among feminist and family
violence scholars as “acrimonious” (2008:17) and “rancorous,” noting that, for the most
part, “there is absolutely no overlap in methodology or theory,” (1995, 284). Scholars
from the two camps were at an impasse. He sought to reconcile their divergent findings,
and reasoned that the two groups were simply studying two distinct types of violence,
what he first termed ‘patriarchal terrorism’ and ‘common couple violence’ (Johnson,
1995).11 What Johnson hypothesized distinguished these patterns of violence was the
symmetry or asymmetry of violence perpetrated by partners and a general pattern of
control (Johnson & Ferraro, 2000).
Coercive Controlling Violence
Previously termed ‘patriarchal terrorism’ (Johnson, 1995) and ‘intimate terrorism’
(Johnson & Ferraro, 2000), ‘coercive controlling violence’ involves a monopoly of

11

Johnson later identified three other patterns of domestic violence: violent resistance, mutual violent
control, and separated instigated violence (2008; Kelly & Johnson, 2008).
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violence intended to exert control over one’s partner.12 Johnson (1995; 2008) suggests
that this pattern of violence and control is primarily used by men against women and has
been the focus of feminist scholarship. Moreover, Johnson contends this type of violence
is what most people think about when they think of intimate partner violence. Coercive
controlling violence includes physical, sexual, and psychological abuse, all of which are
likely to escalate in both frequency and severity over time. As such, instances of physical
and/or sexual violence should be assessed in the context of the entire relationship, as
violence is just one of many tactics that perpetrators may use to wield control.
When describing the interplay of violence and control within a relationship,
Johnson draws upon the Power and Control Wheel developed by the Domestic Abuse
Intervention Program in Duluth, Minnesota, also termed the ‘Duluth Power and Control
Wheel’ (Pence & Paymar, 1993) (see Figure 2.1). Violence, both physical and sexual,
engulfs the wheel and contributes, both directly and indirectly, to power and control,
which is depicted in the center as a target or goal of abusers. Power and control are also
reinforced by a variety of non-violent tactics depicted as spokes. In non-violent
relationships, these spokes do not necessarily contribute to the garnering of power and
control. In violent relationships, however, Johnson explains, “once a controlling partner
has been violent, all of his other controlling actions take on the threat of violence,” (2008:
26). These actions are meant to psychologically terrorize partners and reinforce
dominance. Psychological abuse in the context of coercive controlling violence concerns
intimidation, monitoring, and undermining the will and ability of one’s partner to resist.
12
Johnson moved away from the term ‘patriarchal terrorism’ after acknowledging that this type of violence
was not used exclusively by men, and that even among men who did perpetrate such violence, not all
controlling behaviors were based on patriarchal premises. When some “expressed reluctance to adopt or
use the term Intimate Terrorism in courts,” Johnson again rebranded this type of violence as ‘coercive
controlling violence’ (Kelly & Johnson, 2008: 479)
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Figure 2.1: The Duluth Power and Control Wheel

Abusers frequently enact rules for their partners to follow. In order to elicit
compliance, coercive controlling violent abusers often intimidate and threaten partners.13
Because the abuser has acted violently in the past, threats and intimidation carry
significant weight and reinforce dominance such that the abuser does not need to resort to
violence in the present. Violence, instead, is an ever-looming danger used to exert power
and control.
Relatedly, coercive controlling violent abusers often keep close tabs on their
partners, monitoring their movement and/or communication with others for the purpose
of identifying and punishing unwanted behavior or rule breaking. This surveillance gives

13

Threats may be directed at the survivor, or they may instead be indirectly focused on the survivor’s
children, family, pets, or property, among others.
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the illusion of an omnipresence such that survivors are afraid to act against the abuser for
fear that he may be watching, and that any transgression may be met with violence.
Again, this emphasizes his power and control even when he is not present.
Abusers also work to corrode their partners’ will to resist not only meeting
opposition with force, but by justifying their dominance and their use of force. This may
be done in many ways. Abusers may invoke male privilege arguing that it is their role as
men to exercise control over all aspects of the family, home, and relationship. One’s
partner, it is argued, is simply included in this domain, and therefore, the imbalance of
power within the relationship is normal and expected due to traditional gender roles and
power dynamics. Consequently, any harm done may be minimized or denied because the
monopoly of violence, power, and control have been validated. Abusers may also
emotionally harm their partner, constantly berating all aspects of her person, including
her intelligence, ability, and appearance. If an abuser can convince her that she has no
value and “that she has no viable alternatives to this relationship,” abuse and violence
may go unchallenged (Johnson, 2008: 27). Moreover, because of their own alleged
inadequacies, partners may be blamed for their own victimization. Once the abuser’s
violence has been legitimized, partners become less likely to refute assertions of power
and control. Continued compliance, in turn, reduces the need for the accompaniment of
violence when abusers flex their dominance.
Finally, abusers combat their partner’s ability to resist by removing resources,
both financial and social, needed to escape. Abusers may restrict the partner’s access to
finances, confiscate income, prohibit independent employment, sabotage their job
performance or prospects, or oppose educational advancement. These economic
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constraints make it unlikely that survivors could financially survive without their abuser
and decrease the likelihood that they could walk away from the relationship, ultimately
reinforcing their dependence. This is further complicated by the fact that women
generally assume guardianship for shared children. Therefore, survivors of coercive
controlling violence may need to consider not only their financial wellbeing, but that of
their children as well. Additionally, abusers work to sever ties with family, friends, and
others who may help their partner escape the relationship. This is done by isolating
survivors socially, and at times physically, from sources of informal support. Isolation
may include prohibiting contact and restricting communication, as well as harassing the
survivor’s loved ones, such that they avoid contact with the survivor. When survivors of
coercive controlling violence have no viable options to escape, violence becomes less
necessary to assert power and control.
Situational Couple Violence
Unlike coercive controlling violence, situational couple violence, previously
termed ‘ordinary couple violence’ and ‘common couple violence’ (Johnson, 1995; 2008)
does not involve a general assertion of control.14 Rather, violence arises in response to a
particular conflict, and may be used to win an argument, get attention, express emotion,
or cause injury. Johnson emphasizes, “the focus is on conflict rather than control,” (2008:
63). Situational couple violence is equally likely to be initiated and perpetrated by women
and men and is the most widespread type of intimate partner violence. As such, Johnson
argues, situational couple violence has likely been the focus of family violence scholars,
which then leads to their conclusion that there is gender equality in domestic violence.

14

Johnson moved away from earlier terms of ‘ordinary couple violence’ and ‘common couple violence’
after some critics suggested that the terms trivialized the harm of such violence (Kelly & Johnson, 2008).
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Some couples experience more conflict than others, and some may be more likely
to respond to conflict with violence. For many, situational couple violence is a singular
occurrence—the only instance of violence in the relationship. For others, situational
couple violence may be a more common response to ongoing conflict within the
relationship. Ongoing conflict, however, is unlikely to result in an escalation of violence.
Although there is assumed gender symmetry in the perpetration of violence, men are
likely to engage in more frequent violence than are women, and women are more likely
to experience physical injury and psychological harm than are men.
Testing Johnson
To test his typology, Johnson (2008) reanalyzed data collected by Frieze and
colleagues (1989; 1992) in the 1970s. These data were unique in that they consisted of
both community and agency samples (shelter and court) of women asked to disclose
characteristics of their victimization as well as their perpetration of violence against their
male partners.15 Johnson found, as expected, that situational couple violence was more
common in the community sample and it was equally likely that the women both
perpetrated and experienced this type of violence. In contrast, in agency samples,
coercive controlling violence was more common, and women were much more likely to
experience this type of violence from their male partners than they were to perpetrate it.
Johnson’s analysis of the previously mentioned NFVS revealed further
differences in terms of frequency and severity of abuse concerning coercive controlling
violence and situational couple violence. By Johnson’s assessment, survivors of coercive
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Data included respondents who had sought help from a shelter, filed for a protection order, replied to a
flier advertised in a laundromat, as well as “women who lived on the same block as the women in each of
the first three groups… and, therefore, probably [were] quite similar to the typical general survey sample,”
(Johnson, 1995: 20).

24

controlling violence represented in the NFVS reported an average of 65 violent incidents
per year as opposed to six incidents reported by couples experiencing situational couple
violence. Moreover, two-thirds of coercive control survivors reported having sustained a
serious injury during the last incident (Johnson, 1995; 2008).
Interestingly, additional research finds that coercive controlling violence is more
common among married couples (Macmillan and Gartner, 1999), whereas situational
couple violence appears more common among unmarried couples (Johnson, 2008).
Moreover, the odds of coercive controlling violence increase when the male partner has
achieved low levels of education, and for situational couple violence, the odds of
victimization increase when the couple is experiencing conflict regarding finances,
parenting decisions, household chores, or alcohol consumption (Johnson, 2008).
Johnson’s findings have largely been supported by scholars studying both US and
international populations (e.g., Ansara & Hindin, 2010; Frye et al., 2006; Graham-Kevan
& Archer, 2003). Others, however, have maintained that regardless of Johnson’s
distinction of various types of violence, the perpetration of a significant majority of
violence remains gender symmetrical (e.g., Dutton & Nichols, 2005; Dutton et al., 2010;
Jasinski, Blumenstein, & Morgan, 2014). Johnson and colleagues (Johnson, 2011;
Johnson, Leone, & Xu, 2014) refute these findings again citing issues in sampling,
namely, the exclusion of ex-partners, especially former spouses, from most research,
which tends to involve severe violence perpetrated by men against women.
Johnson’s typology of domestic violence has helped to rectify stark differences
concerning feminist and family violence scholars. It is not clear, however, whether
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Johnson’s framework may also be relevant for policy makers, and specifically, whether it
may be used to inform justice system interventions to domestic violence.
Justice System Responses to Domestic Violence
Like feminist and family violence scholars, initial justice system responses to
domestic violence assumed similar underlying causes and consequences for all cases. As
such, justice system responses were largely standardized, treating most cases in a similar
manner. Strategies most frequently utilized by the criminal justice system, such as
mandatory or preferred arrest policies and no-drop prosecution policies, have been rooted
in deterrence theory (e.g., Sherman & Berk, 1984; Smith & Davis, 2004). The impact of
these policies in reducing domestic violence victimization, however, appears to be
limited. Furthermore, these policies have been criticized for suppressing survivor agency
(e.g., Dayton, 2003; Maxwell, Garner, & Fagan, 2002; Sherman et al., 1992).16
The civil court system, and civil protection orders (POs) in particular, have taken
a different theoretical approach. The premise that “domestic violence often is a recurring
event between individuals in daily contact, usually without the forms of guardianship and
surveillance that are available in public spaces,” (Fagan, 1996: 29) and the response of
the court to limit those interactions and provide guardianship, is consistent with routine
activity theory (Cohen & Felson, 1979).
Civil POs and Routine Activity Theory
Routine activity theory argues that crime occurs when a motivated offender,
suitable target, and lack of a capable guardian come together in time and space (Cohen &
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The ability for survivors to make decisions for themselves is seen as a crucial step in rebuilding their
freedom and autonomy (e.g., Snowden, 2011).
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Felson, 1979). In 1997, Mannon (1997: 12) provided a description of domestic violence
that aligns with the routine activity perspective, stating that:
males batter because women in the home are more readily available, the crime is
enacted in private, and it is ‘easier’ for some males to resort to violence than to
negotiate or communicate tensions and stresses within the relationship…
[Additionally,] female victims are unlikely to report to authorities the violence
committed against them in the home.
Cohen and Felson further suggest that the absence of a motivated offender or suitable
target, or, conversely, the presence of a capable guardian, is “sufficient to prevent the
successful completion of a direct-contact predatory crime,” (1979: 589). The most
efficient way to prevent crime and thus, victimization, therefore, is to alter one or more of
these elements.
Unlike criminal proceedings, which ultimately seek to punish offenders for past
behavior, POs attempt to prevent future acts of violence by limiting interactions between
parties, thus restricting opportunities for victimization. In other words, such orders
attempt to reduce the likelihood that an offender and target would converge in the
absence of a capable guardian. Frequently, PO conditions may necessitate that parties
adjust their lifestyle or elements therein to avoid contact. For example, the PO may
require one party to vacate a shared dwelling or may compel that child custody exchanges
occur at specific locations. Goldfarb asserts that “the prevailing view of civil protection
orders is that their fundamental purpose is to prevent future harm by separating the
parties,” (2008: 1504).
Again, Mannon explains, “from a social control objective one could ask how
offenders’ routines could be altered or circumvented in structures of intimacy to make
offending more difficult, hazardous and less ‘risk free,’” (1997: 21). POs appear to do
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this in three ways. First and foremost, POs set conditions that seek to limit the
convergence of a motivated offender and a specific suitable target. For example, most (if
not all) orders establish a ‘buffer zone’ between abusers and survivors of at least 100 feet
and limit or eliminate communication between the two. If this is not possible, POs
attempt to introduce an element of capable guardianship most clearly seen in set
conditions. For example, the PO may require that a police officer be present while one
party moves out of a shared home, or mandate that the abuser complete counseling.
Finally, POs attempt to raise the cost of offending such that an otherwise motivated
offender may be discouraged. This can be seen by the fact that civil POs, if violated, may
be criminally prosecuted and carry more serious sanctions, including imprisonment.17
Reliance on a routine activity theory-based approach to domestic violence,
however, assumes that domestic violence is unidimensional. If theorists, such as Johnson
(1995), are correct in that domestic violence is in fact a multi-dimensional phenomenon,
then removing the opportunity for crime and victimization may not be enough for all
types of violence. In other words, different types of violence may require different
approaches to the courts. Attention turns now to the utilization of the civil court system
and POs as well as reports of PO violations.
Civil Courts & POs
Benefits of the Civil Court System
For domestic violence survivors, one of the main benefits of help-seeking through
the civil court system as opposed to the criminal justice system concerns differences in
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The deterrent effect of POs, however, is questioned in that some types of violations (e.g., assault and
stalking) are already subject to criminal sanctions. The added benefit of POs in these situations may be
limited to swifter prosecution and punishment.
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the required burden of proof. Conviction in the criminal justice system requires that
survivors prove their case beyond a reasonable doubt, which is generally recognized as
90-95% confidence in the abuser’s guilt (Gardiner, 2018). In contrast, survivors of
domestic abuse wishing to engage the civil court system generally must meet the legal
standard of a ‘preponderance of evidence,’ which communicates that the claim is likely
true with a confidence level of 50+% (Gardiner, 2018).
Additionally, Candela summarizes that, “psychological, emotional, and economic
abuse does not leave scars and bruises or a paper trail of hospital records and police
reports as physical abuse often does. Thus, [non-physical abuse] is harder to prove,”
(2016: 120). The lower burden of proof that must be met in civil court, therefore,
provides survivors of all types of abuse, but especially non-physical abuse, a greater
likelihood of intervention and remedy. Moreover, civil proceedings are not part of the
abuser’s criminal record, which if added to, may have unintended consequences on
employment and household earnings (Vollet, 2011).
Specialized Civil Domestic Violence Courts & POs
In an effort to combat domestic violence more aggressively, over 200
municipalities have created specialized civil domestic violence courts in the United States
(Labriola et al., 2009) with the goal of providing consistent rulings within ongoing
relationships and providing aid to the victim as well as rehabilitation for the offender
(Casey and Rottman, 2003; Labriola et al., 2009). While some scholars have found that
compared to traditional courts, domestic violence courts do not significantly improve
victims’ safety or their experiences in court (e.g., Coulter, Alexander, and Harrison,
2005), many others have found meaningful advantages, including improved victim
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satisfaction, reduced recidivism, faster processing time, greater resources, and focused
victim advocacy (e.g., Casey and Rottman, 2003; Center for Court Innovation, n.d.;
Gover, Brank, and MacDonald, 2007). POs are the most common response to domestic
violence used within these specialized courts (Center for Court Innovation, n.d.; Wright
& Johnson, 2012).
POs are intended to limit abuse between known parties and are, in essence,
injunction orders which compel or prohibit parties from acting in specific ways.
Survivors seeking POs are referred to by the court as petitioners, and persons against
whom POs are filed, are referred to as respondents. POs typically last one or two years
before they expire (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Vollet, 2011).
As Buzawa and colleagues explain, traditionally, “the power to issue injunctive
orders was an action in equity considered ancillary, or secondary, to the court’s
substantive power to decide matters of law and try issues of fact… [and as such], judges
[have] historically used injunctive orders only sparingly,” (2017: 223). A civil PO was
not a common option for survivors of domestic abuse until the 1970s, when states began
passing legislation providing survivors broader access to both civil and criminal justice
remedies (Buzawa, Buzawa, & Stark, 2017).
Utilization of POs
In 2000, there were an estimated one million POs issued annually in the United
States (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000a). By 2014, that number had grown to 3.5 million
(Goggins & Gallegos, 2016). Despite these growing numbers, studies estimate that
somewhere between 7% and 40% of domestic abuse survivors actually obtain POs, either
because they do not seek an order or their order is denied by a judge (Frantzen, San

30

Miguel, and Kwak, 2011; Holt et al., 2002). Highlighting the gap between victimization
and utilization, Etter and Birzer suggest that persons “who may need [POs] the most may
be the least apt to obtain them,” (2007: 114).18
Persons who obtain POs are likely to be older, pregnant females who are
emotionally detached from, and are less likely to be living with, their abuser (Fernandez,
Iwamoto, and Muscat 1997; Holt, 2004; Wolf et al., 2000). Petitioner employment and
financial independence from the abuser also prove important, particularly as they concern
access to resources. While middle and upper-class petitioners tend not to report domestic
violence to the police, they are more likely to seek legal recourse through a civil PO than
they are to engage the criminal justice system (Buzawa and Buzawa, 2003; Durfee &
Messing, 2012). Durfee and Messing (2012) explain that the process of obtaining a PO
can be time-consuming, confusing, and expensive, challenges that petitioners with higher
incomes and levels of education seem better equipped to tackle.
Research is not entirely clear on how marriage impacts the likelihood of obtaining
a PO, with some scholars suggesting that spouses are less likely to obtain a PO (e.g.,
Kaci, 1992), and others suggesting that spouses may be more likely to obtain a PO (e.g.,
Holt, 2004). Additionally, while some research suggests that those petitioners likely to
obtain a PO are likely to have sustained less serious injuries or fewer incidents of abuse
(Carlson, Harris, and Holden, 1999; Gelles, 1976; Grau, Fagan, and Wexler, 1984), other
studies suggest that petitioners obtaining POs are likely to have experienced more severe
violence (Keilitz, Hannaford, & Efkeman, 1997; Messing et al., 2017).
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Overstreet and Quinn (2013) summarize that although specific reasons may be vast, most barriers to
help-seeking stem from concerns of sigma, specifically, cultural stigma (e.g., victim blaming), stigma
internalization (e.g., personal shame), and anticipated stigma (e.g., rejection).
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Efficacy of POs
Many petitioners indicate high levels of satisfaction with POs, citing improved
autonomy, increased feelings of safety, a reduction of post-traumatic stress symptoms,
and the attainment of important or symbolic milestones (e.g., ending the relationship)
(Cattaneo, Grossman, & Chapman, 2016; Logan & Walker, 2009; Stoever, 2011; Wright
& Johnson, 2012). While these supplementary goals relating to the petitioner’s wellbeing
are of course important, petitioners indicate that their primary motive for obtaining a PO
stems from a desire for the abuse to stop (Cattaneo, Grossman, & Chapman, 2016). Thus,
it is important to determine whether POs reduce the likelihood of re-abuse.
McFarlane and colleagues (2004) find that women who simply apply for a PO,
regardless of whether the PO is actually granted, report significantly lower levels of
physical abuse, threats, stalking, and harassment up to 18 months after filing for the PO
compared to levels of abuse experienced when they first applied for the order. Similarly,
Holt and colleagues (2003) indicate that women who obtain POs are significantly less
likely to be contacted, threatened, psychologically abused, or physically abused by the
perpetrator than are women who have not obtained a PO. In contrast, Grau and colleagues
interviewed persons who obtained POs and found that POs were “generally ineffective in
reducing the rate of abuse or violence,” (1984: 13).
Correlates of PO Violations
Despite the positive impact that POs may have for some, research consistently
finds that between 40-60% of cases result in violations of the conditions of the PO
Cordier et al., 2019; Grau, Fagan, & Wexler, 1984; Logan & Walker, 2009; Russell,
2012; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b). The risk of violation, however, tends to decrease the
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longer the PO is in effect (Holt at al., 2003). PO violations may include abusive acts as
well as defiance of conditions regulating parties’ behavior.
Research consistently finds that violations are most likely when parties have a
child in common and/or cohabitate, when the petitioner is poor and/or unemployed, when
the respondent has a criminal record, and when there is minimal court involvement or
oversight beyond the issuance of the PO (Broidy, Albright, & Denman, 2016; BurgessProctor, 2003; Buzawa, Buzawa, & Stark, 2017; Grau, Fagan, & Wexler, 1984; Harrell et
al., 1993; Jordan et al., 2010; Klein, 1996; Logan et al., 2008; Murphy, Muser, and
Maton, 1998; Newmark et al., 2004). Likewise, respondents most likely to violate POs
are young, lower-class males with prior criminal records (Burgess-Proctor, 2003; Buzawa
& Buzawa, 2003; Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999; Etter & Birzer, 2007; Fernandez,
Iwamoto, & Muscat, 1997; Mele, 2009).
Mele explains, “children not only serve as a reason for communication and/or
conflict between the victim and the offender (i.e., regarding child support and/or
visitation), but [they] also influence the victim’s decision to reconcile with the offender
(i.e., due to reluctance to deprive her children of their father and/or her need for financial
support),” (2009: 620). In this sense, children are seen as an anchor in the relationship,
constantly tying the petitioner to the respondent, making it difficult for contact to be
completely severed. After analyzing police records for up to two years following the
issuance of an PO, Carlson and colleagues (1999) found that persons who have children
in common with their abuser are nearly four times more likely to report re-abuse to the
police than are couples with no children in common. Interestingly, although re-abuse is
likely to occur sooner when the victim continues the relationship and/or continues to
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cohabitate with the abuser (Logan and Walker, 2009; Mele, 2009), persons living with
their abuser are less likely to report PO violations (Burgess-Proctor, 2003).19
Carlson and colleagues (1999) find that persons of very low socioeconomic status
(SES) are significantly more likely to report re-abuse to the police than are persons of
low or medium SES following issuance of a PO. Murphy and colleagues (1998) also
assess SES, this time taking the perspective of the respondent. Using the type of counsel
maintained by the respondent as a proxy for SES, and a criminal domestic violence
related charge as indication of re-abuse, they find that those with a public defender are
significantly more likely to have a domestic violence related charge twelve to eighteen
months after being ordered to a PO, compared to those with a privately retained attorney
or those who represented themselves in court.20
Not surprisingly, the respondent’s criminal past has repeatedly been linked to reabuse and PO violations (Klein, 1996; Newmark et al., 2004). Klein (1996), for example,
finds that respondents with previous criminal records are not only more likely to be rearrested for a new abuse following issuance of a PO, but they are also likely to re-abuse
the petitioner sooner and inflict greater harm than respondents with no prior criminal
record. Relatedly, Grau and colleagues indicate that POs are most effective when “the
assailant was less violent in general,” (1984: 13).
Re-abuse is also more likely when respondents resist or defy initial court orders,
such as mandates to participate in counseling and therapy (Buzawa and Buzawa, 2003;

19
It is unclear if persons living with their abuser and/or in a continued relationship with their abuser are
less likely to experience re-abuse, or if they are merely less likely to report re-abuse.
20
Murphy and colleagues’ (1998) measure of re-abuse does not disentangle domestic violence related
charges perpetrated against the holder of the PO from charges perpetrated against any other person,
resulting in a distorted understanding of re-abuse of the victim.
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Harrell, 1993). Respondent resistance to court orders can be seen as a warning of trouble
ahead as these persons are likely to deflect responsibility for their actions and disregard
court orders (Harrell, 1993).
Nature of PO Violations
Most research looking at PO violations, however, does not differentiate among
types of violations. Assaults and communication violations, for example, are often scored
similarly. As Messing and colleagues explain, “it is difficult to assess whether various
protective strategies are differentially associated with various forms of subsequent
violence and/or abuse perpetrated by an intimate partner,” (2017: 267). If persons who
obtain a PO are primarily interested in stopping the abuse, it is imperative to understand
whether any subsequent violations involve re-abuse, or whether they defy the conditions
of the PO but are non-abusive. Without this differentiation, it is likely that the efficacy of
POs in preventing subsequent abuse is underestimated. Furthermore, the identification of
specific types of violations provides the opportunity for the court to focus resources on
cases in which subsequent abuse may be more likely, perhaps in amending
supplementary conditions of the PO.
Although few studies actually examine multiple types of PO violations
simultaneously, scholarship has been dedicated to some specific types of PO violations.
Logan and Walker (2009; 2010), for example, have studied intimate partner stalking
intensely. They find that women who report stalking after obtaining a PO also report
more severe and more frequent violations (2010a) and are particularly more vulnerable to
subsequent physical assault, sexual assault, and injury (2009).
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McFarlane and colleagues (2004) look at the frequency of several different types
of PO violations finding that “most violations involved nonadherence to the order to stay
200 ft from the woman’s home or workplace; stalking, threats of violence, and a
combination of these infractions,” (2004: 616). Fewer violations, however, involve
physical abuse (McFarlane et al., 2004).
Messing and colleagues (2017) explore the impact of a broad range of helpseeking strategies, including POs, shelter services, medical treatment. In doing so, they
recognize several different types of subsequent abusive behaviors, namely, severe
violence, moderate violence, stalking, and threats.21 Like McFarlane and colleagues
(2004), Messing and colleagues also find reports of subsequent severe violence to be
much less common. The women who report subsequent severe violence are significantly
more likely to have experienced all forms of abuse at baseline. In contrast, women who
report either subsequent threats or moderate abuse are likely to have only experienced
initial threats, and women who report subsequent stalking are likely to have experienced
initial threats and stalking. Obtainment of PO, however, was found only to decrease the
likelihood of moderate violence.
While scholars have explored the association between initial abusive acts and the
likelihood of obtaining a PO or reporting subsequent abuse, less attention has been paid
to how broader patterns of abuse are impacted by court orders. Stark (2012), for example,

21

Moderate violence perpetration includes throwing objects, twisting arm or hair, pushing or shoving,
grabbing, slapping, punching or hitting, slamming against a wall, kicking, insisting on sex (without force)
when one’s partner does not want to, as well as leaving a bruise, sprain, cut, or injury that could be felt the
next day or needed medical attention. Severe violence perpetration includes choking, beating up, burning,
using a knife or gun, using force or a weapon for sex, actions that may have killed or nearly killed one’s
partner and attempts to kill one’s partner, as well as injuries that result in a broken bone, sustained
disability, sustained internal injuries, lost consciousness or blacking out, needed surgery, long-term
hospitalization (more than 4 days), or a miscarriage.
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suggests that scholars pay greater attention to the duration or history of violence in order
to disentangle coercive controlling violence from patterns of situation couple violence.
Distinguishing between patterns of violence may help to further understand why some
PO violations are reported and others are not, as well as the types of violations that are
most likely to be reported.
Coercive Controlling Violence and PO Violations
To date, only one study has used Johnson’s typology to examine civil POs.
Proctor-Burgess (2003) differentiates between coercive controlling violence (then termed
patriarchal violence) and situational couple violence using a sample of cases filed in
Delaware, Colorado, and the District of Columbia between 1994 and 1998. She
ultimately finds that Johnson’s typology of domestic violence is not a good indicator of
whether a protection order will be violated. It is worth noting, however, that there are
several methodological concerns which may have contributed to these null findings.
First, her data set pulls cases from three very different jurisdictions. While
Colorado is recognized as having PO statutes that rank highly for both victim friendliness
and victim empowerment, the PO statutes in Delaware and Washington, D.C. each rank
among the bottom five in each category (Richards, Tudor, & Gover, 2018; Richards,
Gover, & Tudor, 2018). Moreover, Delaware was one of the last two states to offer civil
POs for survivors of domestic violence. Indeed, PO legislation in Delaware was passed
just a few years prior to the beginning of her study period and may not have been as
developed as the other two jurisdictions. Burgess-Proctor (2003) fails to control for the
jurisdiction in which cases originated, which may, of course, influence the protection
provided to survivors in the PO, as well as the probability that violations will be reported.
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Second, and more importantly, there are issues with the measure of coercive
control which she uses to differentiate cases according to Johnson’s typology (1995). The
measure of coercive control is comprised of three variables — whether the abuser beat up
or choked the survivor, whether the abuser forced the survivor to engage in sexual
activity, and whether the abuser threatened the survivor with a weapon. If the survivor
reports having that her abuser ever perpetrated any of these behaviors, the relationship is
categorized as involving coercive controlling violence. This presents several problems.
Although Johnson characterizes situational couple violence as generally less
serious than coercive controlling violence, he does note that situational couple violence
may be “minor or severe,” suggesting that situational couple violence may in fact include
elements of serious abuse (2008: 62, emphasis added). Moreover, he argues that the
motivation of control is more important in distinguishing these two types of violence.
While beating a partner up may indeed be violent, it may not necessarily be rooted in
control; this undermines the operationalization of Burgess-Proctor’s (2003) key
independent variable.
Additionally, Burgess-Proctor (2003) categorizes having ever experienced one of
these abusive acts as indicative of coercive controlling violence. In addition to the
problems noted above, Johnson indicates that coercive controlling violence “is quite
frequent,” (2008: 23). Therefore, we would expect violence and control to occur much
more regularly in a relationship involving coercive control. In contrast, Johnson asserts
that “for many couples, situational couple violence involves only one minor incident,”
(2008: 61). While the types of abuse Burgess-Proctor (2003) identified may not be minor,
the frequency threshold with which she uses is questionable.
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Finally, Burgess-Proctor’s (2003) data are based on survivor interviews, where
they were asked to self-report whether their PO had been violated. This measure of PO
violations conflates survivor disclosure of continued abuse (e.g., physical and sexual
assault) with non-abusive technical violations (e.g., calling the survivor and appearing at
her home or workplace). This conflation limits understanding as to whether the PO was
effective in preventing abusive behavior, which is what petitioners most strongly desire.
While there are certainly concerns raised regarding her application of Johnson’s
typology (1995; 2008) to the efficacy of POs, many of these critiques were informed by
writings published after Burgess-Proctor’s original work (2003). With new knowledge
and clarification provided by Johnson and others, Burgess-Proctor’s (2003) quest to
determine whether cases involving PO violations are more likely to involve coercive
controlling violence or situational couple violence is worth revisiting with a new lens.
Call for Civil Court Samples
The vast majority of research assessing the efficacy of POs and PO violations
comes from interviews with petitioners (e.g., Burgess-Proctor, 2003) or from a review of
police records (e.g., Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999). Few studies examine the efficacy
of POs and violations reported to the court from which these orders emanate. This
presents several concerns.
Assessments of POs that rely on petitioner interviews are likely to be
comprehensive, although few of these violations may have been formally reported. Gover
and colleagues found that, “90 percent of all women who had encountered the criminal
legal system for previous intimate partner abuse victimizations did not contact the police
for some or all recurrences,” (2013: 99). Additionally, McFarlane and colleagues (2004)
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found that fewer than 60% of the women who experienced PO violations in their sample
ever called the police to report the violation.
Moreover, studies that use police reports to evaluate the efficacy of POs are likely
only to capture the most serious and physically violent offenses, as police officers are
afforded tremendous discretion in responding to PO violations. This is reinforced by
Gonzales v. City of Castle Rock (2005) in which the Supreme Court ruled that the
obtainment of a PO and subsequent violation does not create an obligation for the police
to act, but merely provides grounds for an arrest if the officer so chooses. Additionally,
survivors of domestic abuse have cited numerous reasons for choosing not to engage law
enforcement, including fear of retaliation, desire to protect their abuser, distrust of or
dissatisfaction with the police, belief that the abuse is private or not serious enough to
warrant criminal intervention, doubt that anything will come from reporting, as well as
anticipated financial or social strain (Birdsey & Snowball, 2013; Buzawa & Buzawa,
2003; Felson et al., 2002; Leone, Lape, & Xu, 2014).
By contrast, the reporting of PO violations to the civil courts from which they
emanate has been largely overlooked. Of course, not all PO violations that occur are
officially reported to the court. It is important, however, to understand whether the
correlates of cases with PO violations, as well as the types of PO violations reported in
court samples are similar to findings found in studies using participant disclosure or
police records. Furthermore, understanding the variety and likelihood of court-reported
PO violations provides the opportunity for the court to implement conditions focused on
reducing the probability of specific types of violations for cases high-risk cases. Finally,
this improved understanding of various and subsequent court response may also increase
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petitioners’ faith in the civil court system and increase the probability that petitioners
would report to the court if such violations were to occur again.
Conclusion
Although justice system responses to domestic violence have largely been based
on the premise that domestic violence is a unidimensional phenomenon, theoretical
developments in the study of domestic violence suggest it may, in fact, be
multidimensional. This, of course, calls into question the efficacy of common justice
system responses, such as POs, which generally treat all cases in a similar manner.
Theoretical innovations related to different types of domestic violence may be used to
explain differences in cases in which PO violations are reported, as well as the types of
violations likely to be reported. Furthermore, the scarcity of studies that utilize court
samples to measure PO violations highlights one area in which more research is needed.
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Chapter 3: Missouri Domestic Violence Statutes
This dissertation focuses specifically on civil protection orders (POs) issued in the
state of Missouri. As such, Missouri statutes pertaining to both POs and domestic
violence more broadly are outlined. This includes a review of definitions and sanctions
associated with varying degrees of abuse, as well as the process of filing for and
obtaining a PO in Missouri. Additionally, Missouri statutes and processes are compared
to those from other states in order to understand the Missouri survivor’s experience is
relative to those living in and applying for POs in other states.
Missouri Domestic Violence Laws
Missouri statutes define domestic violence as, abuse or stalking committed
against a domestic victim (Missouri Revised Statute § 455.010, 2017). Persons are
considered domestic victims when they suffer abuse at the hands of a current or former
spouse, current or former romantic partner, someone with whom she or he has a child in
common, person related by blood or marriage, or a housemate (Missouri Revised Statute
§ 455.010, 2017).
Attempts, threats, and perpetration of physical, sexual, and non-physical forms of
violence are recognized as abuse. More specifically, abuse as indicated by Missouri
statutes includes assault, battery, sexual assault, coercion, unlawful imprisonment, and
harassment.
Assault and battery are both indicative of physical forms of violence. Specifically,
assault involves “knowingly placing another in fear of physical harm,” whereas battery
entails “knowingly causing physical harm” with or without a weapon (emphasis added;
Missouri Revised Statute § 455.010, 2017). Sexual assault, which includes any sexual act
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threatened or committed with force, under duress, or without consent, encapsulates all
sexual forms of violence.
Additionally, laws prohibiting coercion, unlawful imprisonment, harassment, and
stalking address non-physical forms of violence. Coercion involves “compelling another
by force or threat of force to engage in conduct from which the latter has a right to
abstain, or to abstain from conduct in which the person has a right to engage” (Missouri
Revised Statute § 455.010, 2017). Relatedly, unlawful imprisonment entails “holding,
confining, detaining, or abducting another person against that person’s will,” (Missouri
Revised Statute § 455.010, 2017). Missouri considers any behavior that serves no
legitimate purpose but causes the subject of said behavior “substantial emotional distress”
to be harassment (Missouri Revised Statute § 455.010, 2017). Additionally, stalking is
defined as a pattern of behaviors which also serves no legitimate purpose, but causes the
subject of said behavior to have a “fear of danger of physical harm,” (Missouri Revised
Statute § 455.010, 2017).
Criminal Charges
Under this broad umbrella of domestic violence, there are of course, varying
degrees of severity. First degree domestic assault involves the most severe violence.
Persons who attempt to kill or knowingly cause serious physical injury to a domestic
victim may be charged with first degree domestic assault, classified as a class B felony,
which may carry the weight of five to fifteen years imprisonment (Missouri Revised
Statute § 565.072, 2017).
Domestic assault in the second degree includes actions in which the perpetrator
knowingly causes physical injury by any means, recklessly causes physical injury with a
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deadly weapon, or recklessly causes ‘serious’ physical injury. Domestic assault in the
second degree carries the weight of a class D felony (Missouri Revised Statute § 565.073,
2017). Persons convicted of a class D felony may serve up to seven years in prison and/or
may be fined up to $10,000.
Third degree domestic assault is classified as a class E felony and involves
persons who knowingly attempt to inflict physical injury and/or knowingly cause
physical pain to a domestic victim. Conviction of a class E felony may result in up to four
years of imprisonment and/or a fine not in excess of $10,000 (Missouri Revised Statute §
565.074, 2017).
Domestic assault in the fourth degree carries the weight of a class A
misdemeanor. It involves attempts to cause physical injury or pain as well as the
perpetration of physical injury or pain due to reckless behavior or criminal negligence
with a ‘deadly weapon or dangerous instrument.’ In addition, fourth degree domestic
assault includes actions that place domestic victims in apprehension of physical harm,
knowingly cause unwanted contact, or attempt to isolate domestic victims from other
persons, communication, transportation, or other activities (Missouri Revised Statute §
565.076, 2017). Persons convicted of a class A misdemeanor in Missouri may be
imprisoned up to one year and/or may be given a fine up to $2,000.
A review of Missouri’s classifications of domestic assault indicates that physical
violence or the attempt of physical violence is a necessary component in order for
charges of first, second, and third-degree domestic assault to be brought forward
(Missouri Revised Statute § 565.072-4, 2017). Fourth-degree domestic assault is the only
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classification under Missouri statues that includes elements of non-physical violence,
focusing specifically on perpetrator’s attempts to isolate the victim.
Domestic Violence Victimization in Missouri
According to estimates produced by the National Intimate Partner and Sexual
Violence Survey (NISVS), women and men in Missouri experience non-physical abuse at
notably higher rates than they do physical abuse (Smith et al., 2017). The NISVS’s
measure of intimate partner violence victimization includes physical violence, sexual
violence, and stalking.22 Nearly 1.8 million women and men in Missouri are victimized
by an intimate partner at some point in their lives (Smith et al., 2017).23 This is compared
to roughly 2.5 million women and men in Missouri who experience psychologically
aggression by an intimate partner at some point in their lives (Smith et al., 2017).24, 25
The higher rate at which persons experience non-physical victimization as
opposed to physical victimization by an intimate partner is also reflected at the national
level (Smith et al., 2017). Moreover, women and men in Missouri are generally at a
significantly greater risk of both physical and non-physical forms of victimization
compared to the national average (see Table 3.1).26
Given that women and men in Missouri are much more likely to experience nonphysical forms of violence and abuse than they are to experience physical violence, the

22

Stalking is generally regarded as a non-physical form of victimization, thus suggesting that the
prevalence of physical and/or sexual victimization is likely lower than what is presented.
23
An estimated 990,000 women and 777,000 men in Missouri experience physical violence, sexual
violence, and/or stalking victimization perpetrated by an intimate at some point in their lives (Smith et al.,
2017).
24
An estimated 1,297,000 women and 1,192,000 men in Missouri experience psychological abuse from an
intimate partner at some point in their lives (Smith et al., 2017).
25
The NISVS’s measure of psychological aggression includes measures of expressive aggression (e.g.,
insults or name calling), as well as measures of coercive control (e.g., monitoring or controlling behaviors).
26
The exception being that Missouri women are significantly less likely to be sexually victimized.
Estimates for sexual violence and stalking perpetrated against men could not be calculated or compared.
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Table 3.1: Lifetime Prevalence of Victimization by an Intimate Partner by Sex
National Estimate Missouri Estimate
Women
Any physical violence,
sexual violence, and or
stalking ***
Physical violence ***
Sexual violence ***
Stalking ***
Psychological
aggression ***
Men
Any physical violence,
sexual violence, and or
stalking ***
Physical violence ***
Sexual violence
Stalking
Psychological
aggression ***

37.3%

41.8%

32.4%
16.4%
9.7%

37.8%
13.7%
12.2%

47.1%

54.8%

30.9%

35.2%

28.3%
7.0%
2.3%

32.8%
---

47.3%

54.0%

Proportions provided by Smith et al., 2017; 2 proportion z-tests were
estimated to establish statistical significance across samples
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
emphasis of physical violence or attempts of physical violence as stipulated by
Missouri’s domestic assault statutes severely limits the number of victims who are able to
seek recourse for their victimization through the criminal justice system. There are also
many individuals whose abuse meets the legal criteria, but who choose not to involve the
criminal justice system for a number of reasons, as discussed in chapter two. For victims
who cannot or choose not to involve the criminal justice system, POs within the civil
court system provide an attractive alternative.
Filing for a Protection Order in Missouri
Missouri utilizes the same definition of domestic abuse and domestic relations
(outlined previously) for both criminal and civil proceedings. Persons wishing to file for a
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PO (referred to by the court as the petitioner) must have experienced stalking or abuse
(i.e. assault, battery, sexual assault, coercion, unlawful imprisonment, and harassment)
perpetrated by a current or former spouse, current or former romantic partner, someone
with whom the victim has a child in common, a person related by blood or marriage, or a
housemate (referred to by the court as the respondent) (Missouri Revised Statute § 455,
2015). Unlike criminal court, the civil court system provides domestic victims the ability
to seek relief for a wide array of non-physical abusive acts.
In the state of Missouri, petitioners may file for a PO, free of charge, in the county
in which she or he resides, where the alleged incident occurred, or where the respondent
may be served. Court clerks will be provided for petitioners needing assistance, and
petitioners needing to file for a PO after business hours or on the weekend or holidays
may do so before any available court within the appropriate jurisdiction (Missouri
Revised Statute § 455, 2015).
The specific paperwork that petitioners are asked to complete when filing a PO is
included in Appendix A. Petitioners are asked to provide age and residency information
for both the respondent and for themselves. Petitioners must also indicate their
relationship to the respondent, cohabitation status, and custody rights of any shared
children. Petitioners are asked to indicate whether the respondent has “knowingly and
intentionally” perpetrated a number of abusive acts against them. Petitioners are also
asked to provide a brief description of some of the most recent abuse as well as a
justification for why they feel a PO is necessary. In addition to completing a checklist of
the types of abuse ever perpetrated by the respondent and writing a brief description of
recent abuse, petitioners may also elect to complete a domestic violence assessment
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(Appendix B). This assessment not only asks about more specific behaviors, but also asks
petitioners to indicate the frequency with which the abuse occurs, as well as a brief
description of the “worst thing” the respondent has ever done to the petitioner. Finally, in
their initial application, petitioners are able to request that certain conditions, such as
return of property or payment of child support, be included in the PO.
Once filed, a court date will be set within 15 days of filing, and the respondent
will be served a summons to appear in court. The summons is served, in person, by “the
local law enforcement agency or any other government agency responsible for serving”
POs (Missouri Revised Statute § 455, 2015). The summons will include a copy of the
paperwork filed by the petitioner alleging abuse and requesting a PO, as well as the date
of the hearing in which the court will decide whether the PO should be granted. Finally,
the summons indicates that the respondent is expected to appear in court for this hearing.
If the respondent cannot be served (i.e., she or he cannot be located by law
enforcement) or has been served fewer than three days before the scheduled hearing, the
hearing will be continued to allow adequate time between service and the hearing.
If, once the petition for the PO is filed, the court deems that, “there is an
immediate and present danger,” an ex parte, or temporary order may be issued (Missouri
Revised Statute § 455, 2015). An ex parte goes into effect immediately and does not
require notification of the respondent or a judicial hearing, as is required for the PO. Ex
partes are intended to provide the petitioner with protection before a more permanent PO
can be put in place.27

27

Ex partes will “expire after 15 days if there has been no hearing or valid continuance on the petition” for
the PO (Missouri Revised Statute § 455 2015).
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At the PO hearing, a judge will rule on the merits of the case and decide whether
or not to grant a full PO. If the petitioner or her or his attorney do not appear at the
hearing, the PO petition will be dismissed. POs may be entered in one of three ways.
First, if the respondent has been served, but does not appear in court, the PO will be
entered by default automatically. Second, a PO may be issued if the respondent consents
to the order. Third, if the respondent appears, but does not consent to the order, the judge
will hear from both parties, and may issue a PO if she or he believes there is a
preponderance of evidence supporting the petitioner’s allegations of abuse. POs can
range from 180 to 365 days, with the possibility of renewal (Missouri Revised Statute §
455, 2015).
Along with standard conditions prohibiting the respondent from abusing, stalking,
threatening, or disturbing the petitioner, a number of additional conditions may also be
stipulated by the judge. These optional conditions include: prohibiting the respondent
from entering the petitioner’s workplace or home (regardless if the home is jointly
shared); restricting communication through any medium; awarding custody of shared
children; creating parenting and visitation schedules; awarding child support; awarding
income maintenance; mandating continued rent or mortgage payments in the case of a
shared dwelling; mandating rent assistance in the case that parties did not cohabitate but
“the respondent is found to have a duty to support the petitioner;” the exchange of
personal property; prohibiting the transfer or disposal of mutually shared property;
mandating respondent treatment (including batterers’ intervention and substance abuse
treatment); mandating the respondent to pay for any services provided to the petitioner
through a domestic violence center; mandating the respondent to pay for medical
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treatment and services provided to the petitioner as a result of injuries committed by the
respondent; mandating the respondent to pay court costs; or mandating the respondent to
pay the petitioner’s attorney fee (Missouri Revised Statute § 455, 2015).
POs may be renewed either automatically or via petition. The paperwork that
petitioners must complete in order to request a renewal of the PO is included in Appendix
C. Although “a subsequent act of domestic violence, stalking, or sexual assault is not
required for a renewal” of the PO, petitioners are asked to indicate why they feel a PO
extension is necessary (Missouri Revised Statute § 455, 2015). Renewals may last from
six months to one year and may be renewed twice before they expire. In some cases,
judges may include a provision for an automatic renewal when issuing the original PO.
Thirty days prior to the expiration, the respondent will be notified and given the
opportunity to request a hearing challenging the automatic renewal. If the respondent
does not request a hearing or, if at the hearing the judge believes the PO should be
extended, a renewal will be granted. If an automatic renewal is not stipulated in the
original PO, the petitioner may request a renewal, at which point the respondent is
presented with the same notification and again given the opportunity for a hearing
(Missouri Revised Statute § 455, 2015).28
Petitioners may request to amend or terminate the PO at any time. The paperwork
that petitioners must complete to terminate the PO is included in Appendix D. Petitioners
are not required to provide a rational for this request, though in the case of termination,
“the court may inquire of the petitioner or others in order to determine whether the
dismissal is voluntary,” (Missouri Revised Statute § 455.060, 2013). If the court believes

28

The petitioner does not need to prove subsequent abuse when filing a request for a renewal.
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the dismissal is indeed voluntary, the PO will be dismissed and the respondent will be
notified.
If the PO is violated, petitioners may return to the court and file a motion for
contempt. In the case of non-payment of financial obligations stipulated in the PO, civil
contempt charges may be sought. In the case of “abusing, threatening, stalking, entering
onto property, unlawful contacting and/or communicating,” indirect criminal contempt
(ICC) charges may be sought. The paperwork that petitioners must complete to initiate
ICC charges is included in Appendix E. Specifically, petitioners are asked to indicate
how the “respondent has willfully and intentionally violated the terms” of the PO.
Similar to the original filing process, a court date will be set, and the respondent
will be served a notice to appear in court. Again, if the petitioner or her or his attorney do
not appear in court for the contempt hearing, the motion will be dismissed. At the
hearing, the judge will hear from both the petitioner and respondent and determine
whether the motion to hold the respondent in ICC will be granted. Although POs
originate in civil court, abusive PO violations can carry the weight of criminal sanctions.
The first violation is treated as a class A misdemeanor, however, if the respondent has
been found guilty of violating an ex parte or PO in the past five years, the violation is
treated as a class E felony (see associated penalties above) (Missouri Revised Statute §
455, 2015; Missouri Attorney General’s Office, 2019). If ICC proceedings have been
initiated, and a judgement not yet reached, the petitioner reserves the right to dismiss ICC
charges. Dismissal of ICC charges, however, does not result in the dissolution of the PO.
POs provide relief for persons experiencing physical and non-physical domestic
abuse. Missouri statutes allow victims of such abuse to seek relief, request amendment,
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and terminate the PO as they see appropriate. In the case that petitioners do report
violations of the PO, and particularly subsequent abuse by the respondent, harsher
sanctions are made available.
PO Use in Missouri
While it is difficult to estimate the number of PO requests filed each year in the
United States, researchers estimate that approximately one million POs are granted
annually (Fleury-Steiner et al., 2016; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).29 There are roughly 255
million adults living in the U.S., which translates to about 393 POs granted per 100,000
persons (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019).
In 2015, there were 41,860 adult POs filed in the state of Missouri (MCADSV,
2017). Of those requests, 12,201 adult POs were granted (29.1%).30 With an adult
population just under 5 million, there are approximately 257 adult POs granted per
100,000 persons in Missouri (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019). Provided that both Missouri
women and men experience abuse at significantly higher proportion than the national
average (with the exception of women’s sexual violence) (see Table 4.1) this suggests
that Missourians are utilizing POs at a rate much lower than are victims of abuse residing
in other states. It is unclear whether this is related to court access, help-seeking
preferences, the rate at which PO requests are granted, or some other reason.

29

Studies have suggested that some groups, particularly women and stalking victims, are more likely to
have their request for a PO granted compared to men and non-stalking victims, respectively (Basile, 2005;
Buzawa, Buzawa, & Stark, 2017; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).
30
In 2013, 31.5% of adult POs were granted, and in 2014, 29.9% of POs were granted. This suggests that
during this time period, the rate at which POs are granted in the state of Missouri is relatively stable
(MCADSV, 2017).
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Comparing State Statutes: How Does Missouri Stack Up?
Although all states allow victims of abuse to file for a PO, analysis of state
statutes suggests that there is “little consistency,” with some states offering far more
protection than others (Richards, Gover, & Tudor, 2018). In order to assess general trends
in legislation, and to determine how state statutes compare to one another, various studies
have analyzed state statutes looking specifically at the definitions and language used,
victim-friendliness, and victim-empowerment. Understanding these trends and
comparisons helps to situate Missouri statutes among the landscape of PO legislation.
This helps to inform how generalizable findings emanating from Missouri laws and cases
may be to other states.
General State Trends Over Time
Prior to the enactment of the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) which in
part sought to provide guidelines and uniformity to state statutes, Finn and Colson (1990)
analyzed state trends in PO legislation in 1988. Specifically, they assessed access to and
eligibility for POs, filing provisions, burden of proof, as well as PO duration, conditions,
and enforcement (see Table 3.2). In 2003, Eigenberg and colleagues updated and built
upon Finn and Colson’s (1990) work by examining state statutes in place between 1999
and 2001.31 Eigenberg and colleagues then compared their findings to Finn and Colson’s
(1990) to assess how trends in PO legislation changed over time.32

31

Ex parte availability, duration, and conditions are also included in Eigenberg and colleague’s (2003)
analyses, although an overview of their findings is omitted from this dissertation.
32
In 1988 Delaware and Arkansas had yet to provide POs for victims of domestic abuse. As such, Finn and
Colson’s (1990) analyses are based on a sample of 48. By the time of Eigenberg and colleagues’ (2003)
study, all states had PO statutes, providing a sample of 50. For ease of comparison, Eigenberg and
colleagues (2003) report the percentage of states meeting designated criteria only among those that have
POs in place. For 1988 statues, 48 states are considered. In 2001, all 50 states are considered.
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Table 3.2: A Comparison of the Provisions in PO Legislation, 1988 to 2001
1988
2001
PO Access
Adults may file on own behalf
100%
100%
Adults may file on behalf of child
54%
58%
Adults may file on behalf of
-26%
incapacitated adult
Minors may file on own behalf
-18%
PO Eligibility
Former household members
-66%
Dating relationship
-42%
Same-sex partners
-6%
Gender neutral language
-70%
Filing Provisions
Pet. paid filing fee
48%
8%
Filing fee waived
-60%
Pet. may keep address confidential
-46%
Provide pet. with copy of PO
-44%
Provide pet. filing assistance
56%
36%
Allow pet. to file pro se
60%
24%
Burden of Proof
None noted
77%
40%
Preponderance of evidence
23%
44%
PO Duration
Range of duration
5 days – 36 months
0-60 months
Extendable
44%
66%
PO Conditions
Temp. child support
56%
72%
Monetary compensation
29%
42%
Management of property
35%
54%
Batterer intervention
56%
66%
Child custody
-82%
Child visitation
-76%
Weapon seizures
-52%
Req. petitioner counseling
-22%
Temporary spousal support
90%
60%
PO Violation Enforcement
Incarceration range
7 days - 3 years
90– 365 days
Fine range
$250 - $5,000
$500 - $10,000
Mandated jail time
20%
40%
Repeat offense treated as a felony
15%
33%
* summary of findings from Eigenberg et al., 2003

During the time between the two studies, state statutes were generally amended to
recognize a wider array of victims, abusers, and relationships. In both 1988 and 2001, all
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states with POs allowed adult victims to file on their own behalf, and just over half of
states allowed adults to file on the behalf of a child. In 2001, several states expanded
access to POs including the ability for adults to file on the behalf of an incapacitated adult
(26%) and the ability for minors to file on their own behalf (18%).
Language in 1988 state statutes only permitted spouses, former spouses,
cohabitators, and former cohabitators to file for a PO. Moreover, most 1988 state statutes
used gender-specific language which identified victims as female and abusers as male.
By 2001, former household members as well as current or former dating or sexually
intimate partners were also recognized and nearly three-quarters of states either explicitly
allowed for same-sex partners to file for a PO (6%) or included gender-neutral language
that ‘seemed to allow’ for filing by same-sex partners (70%; Eigenberg et al., 2003).
Eigenberg and colleagues (2003) noted several important changes regarding
assistance to petitioners during the filing process. Although half of states (48%) required
petitioners to pay a filing fee when applying for a PO in 1988, by 2001 this percentage
dropped to just 8% with most states (60%) completely waiving the filing fee and others
placing this responsibility on the respondent. In 2001, about half of states provided the
option for petitioners to keep their address confidential (46%) and half of states provided
petitioners with their own copy of the PO at no cost (44%). Neither of these provisions
were in place in 1988 (Eigenberg et al., 2003). Interestingly, however, states became less
willing to provide petitioners with filing assistance (drop from 56% to 36%) and were
much less likely to allow petitioners to file pro se (drop from 60% to 24%).
Once a PO has been granted, 2001 statutes were more likely to allow for longer
POs (increase from 3 year to 5 year maximum) and were more likely to permit PO
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extensions (increase from 44% to 66%) compared to 1988 statutes. States were also more
likely to allow a host of PO conditions in 2001 compared to 1988, including temporary
child support (up to 72% from 56%), monetary compensation (up to 42% from 29%),
management of property (up to 54% from 35%), and batterer intervention treatment (up
to 66% from 56%). Additionally, some states introduced several new conditions
including the ability to award child custody and visitation (82% and 76%), weapons
seizure (52%), and the requirement for the petitioner to attend counseling (often in
tandem with the respondent; 22%). States, however, were less likely to allow for
temporary spousal support (down to 60% from 90%) in 2001 compared to 1988
(Eigenberg et al., 2003).
Several important changes were also found regarding the violation of POs
(Eigenberg et al., 2003). In 1988, states allowed for incarceration ranging from 7 days to
3 years as well as fines between $250 and $5,000. By 2001, the range of incarceration
was adjusted to 90 days up to 365 days with fines between $500 to $10,000. Additionally,
states were more likely to increase penalties for repeat PO violations such that 40% of
states (as opposed to 20% in 1988) now mandated jail time, and 33% of states (as
opposed to 15% in 1988) treated a repeat offense as a felony violation.
In sum, assessing trends between 1988 and 2001, Eigenberg and colleagues
(2003) found that more recent statutes allowed for greater access to POs including
broader definitions of eligibility and the waving or displacement of filing fees. Newer
state statutes also permitted longer POs with a greater possibility of extension.
Interestingly, states were more likely to allow judges to mandate that victims attend
counseling, which may “suggest that some lawmakers still are inclined to see victims as
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partly at fault for their predicament,” (Eigenberg et al., 20003: 420). Finally, states appear
more likely to issue enhanced penalties for repeat PO violations. While these analyses
highlight significant developments in general state trends, they do not assess how
individual state statutes compare to one another.
State-Specific Victim-Friendliness Scores
In 2006, DeJong and Burgess-Proctor reviewed 2003 PO statutes for each state
and the District of Columbia. In 2018, Richards, Tudor, and Gover replicated DeJong and
Burgess-Proctor’s (2006) work using 2014 state statutes providing an analysis of general
state trends over time as well as individual state scores.
Among the criteria assessed were (1) states’ adherence to federal stipulations
outlined in VAWA, (2) the extent to which petitioners are supported in navigating the
administrative filing process, (3) inclusivity of petitioners and their relationship to the
respondent, and (4) the types of punishments available should a PO be violated. Specific
measures assessing adherence to VAWA include language recognizing the full faith and
credit of foreign POs33 as well as restrictions in accepting foreign mutual POs in the
absence of proof of mutual violence. Operationalization of petitioner filing support
includes assistance provided by a court clerk, waiving of filing fees (either outright or
charged to the respondent upon issuance of the PO), the ability to file a PO absent of

33

States had traditionally been hesitant to accept and enforce POs obtained in other jurisdictions
(Eigenberg et al., 2003). Among the many components included in the Violence Against Women Act
(VAWA) of 1994 was the full faith and credit provision which mandated that states recognize POs obtained
in other jurisdictions and treat violations of foreign POs according to the state law in which the PO is
violated (18 U.S. Code § 2265). In the case that a PO is obtained in Missouri and violated in Illinois, for
example, Illinois must recognize the Missouri PO and prosecute violations according to Illinois law. This
falls in line with states’ general reluctance to intervene in cases of domestic and intimate partner violence.
It was particularly problematic in cases in which respondents “force victims across state lines for the sole
purpose of violating a [PO],” (DeJong & Burgess-Proctor, 2006) or when petitioners move to create
distance, but are eventually found and abused by the respondent.
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criminal charges, and the ability for the victim’s address to remain confidential.
Inclusivity measures focus specifically on language that is both gender-neutral and
affords protection to same-sex partners. Finally, PO violations were evaluated based on
the degree of criminal charges sought (i.e., violation is a misdemeanor, first violation is a
misdemeanor and subsequent violations are felonies, or all violations are treated as
felonies), the extent of counseling as an optional or mandated treatment, and the degree to
which weapons, namely firearms, must be surrendered.
Upon review of statutes, states were assigned a specific ‘victim-friendliness’
score ranging from 0-11. High, medium, and low categories were also established with
states scoring 5.5 points or fewer recognized as ‘low,’ states scoring between 6 and 7
points categorized as ‘medium,’ and states with a score of 7.5 or above recognized as
offering ‘high levels of victim-friendliness.’ In DeJong and Burgess-Proctor’s 2006
study, state scores ranged from 4 and 10 with a mean score of 6.62, and a median score of
6. More specifically, 15 states and the District of Columbia received low scores, 19 states
received medium scores, and 17 states received high scores. In Richards, Tudor, and
Gover’s 2018 replication, state scores improved drastically ranging from 5.5 to 10 with a
median score of 8. Moreover, only one state (Tennessee) received a low score, 10 states
plus the District of Columbia received a medium score, and 40 states received high scores
in victim-friendliness.
In both studies, Missouri statutes were recognized as representing high-levels of
victim-friendliness. Moreover, Missouri statutes were seen as being the most victimfriendly in the nation in DeJong and Burgess-Proctor’s (2006) assessment of 2003
statutes. Missouri was the only state to score 10 out of a possible 11 points, the highest
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score awarded. Although the vast majority of states experienced positive change between
evaluations, Missouri was one of only five states that received a lower score in the later
assessment. In Richards, Tudor, and Gover’s (2018) replication using 2014 statutes,
Missouri received a score of 9, with six states ranking higher, and five other states
receiving the same score.
Unfortunately, not all coding decisions were made available between the two
studies, making it somewhat difficult to assess exactly how Missouri statutes changed
and where Missouri lost points between the 2003 and 2014 assessments. That being said,
it appears as though Missouri received low marks in Richards, Tudor, and Gover’s (2018)
replication concerning the types of punishments utilized. They specifically list Missouri
as a state whose statutes (a) charge the first PO violation as a misdemeanor and
subsequent violations as a felony (score of 0.5 of 1), (b) provide the option, but do not
mandate counseling or other treatments for PO violations (score of 0.5 of 1), and (c) do
not include any language mentioning either mandatory or optional removal of firearms
for PO violations (score of 0 of 1). These appear to be the only deductions to Missouri’s
score according to 2014 statutes.
By comparison, DeJong and Burgess-Proctor (2006) only indicate that Missouri
was one of three states (along with Nebraska and North Dakota) that processed the first
PO violation as a misdemeanor and subsequent violations as a felony (score of 0.5 of 1)
under 2003 statutes. It is unclear where the other half point was deducted.
Although Missouri’s score of victim-friendliness did drop between the 2003 and
2014 assessments, it is worth noting that in both studies, Missouri’s scores were seen as
providing high levels of victim-friendliness. This was particularly true concerning
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Missouri’s adherence to VAWA stipulations, petitioner filing support, and inclusivity of
the petitioner. Further, Missouri ranked well above median state scores even with their
reduced 2014 assessment.
State-Specific Victim Empowerment Scores
In addition to evaluating levels of victim friendliness, Richards, Gover, and Tudor
(2018) also assess levels of victim empowerment across 2017 state statutes. They
recognize the PO process as the only legal remedy that is truly ‘victim-led.’ In doing so,
Richards and colleagues (2018) focus on Cattaneo and Goodman’s Empowerment
Process Model which seeks to provide “a meaningful shift in the experience of power”
favoring petitioners, who are typically rendered powerless in the context of domestic
violence and abuse (2015: 84).
Twenty-three measures organized within 6 domains are reviewed, including (1)
definitions of abuse, (2) scope of access, (3) administrative process, (4) PO protections,
(5) enforcement of POs, and (6) punishment for violations. Definitions of abuse assess
whether non-physical forms of violence are recognized as well as stalking. Scope of
access pertains to the use of gender-neutral language, as well as the ability for same-sex
couples, dating couples, and minors to file for a PO. Measures concerning the
administrative process include available filing assistance for victims, the waiving of filing
fees, the ability to file a PO in the absence of criminal charges, the option for victims’
addresses to be kept confidential, and whether the judge must provide a written
explanation in the case that a PO request is denied. States score higher marks in PO
protections when a wider array of PO conditions are made available to address child
custody and/or child support, medical care, housing, transportation, financial support,
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support of pets, and the regulation of firearms. Measures of the enforcement of POs focus
on VAWA conditions including the full faith and credit provision and the recognition of
foreign mutual POs. Finally, operationalization of the punishment for violations includes
the degree of criminal charges sought (i.e., violation is a misdemeanor, first violation is a
misdemeanor and subsequent violations are felonies, or all violations are treated as
felonies), sentencing enhancements for subsequent violations, and the extent of
counseling as an optional or mandated treatment.
Like their review of victim-friendliness, Richards, Gover, and Tudor (2018)
assigned states a ‘victim-empowerment’ score ranging from 0-23 (where 23 is high).
States received an average victim-empowerment score of 13.5 and were separated into
four quartiles. States in the lowest quartile (n=15) received a score between 8.0 and 12.0.
States in the third quartile (n=18) scored between 12.5 and 13.5. Seven states scored
between 14.5 and 15.0, placing them in the second quartile, and states scoring between
15.5 and 18.5 were placed in the highest quartile (n=12). Missouri, once again, received
high marks (15.5) and ranked in the first quartile.
Specific state scores are not disclosed, however, patterns within domains are
discussed. Many state statutes concerning definitions of abuse, scope of access, and PO
enforcement were generally seen as empowering the victim. Punishing violations, PO
protections, and the administrative process, however, were typically regarded as less
likely to contribute to victim empowerment.
Recall from Richards, Tudor, and Gover’s (2018) assessment of victimfriendliness that Missouri charges the first PO violation as a misdemeanor and subsequent
violations as a felony and provides the option for, but does not mandate, counseling or
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other treatments for PO violations. Both of these statutes contribute to a lower score in
the realm of victim-empowering PO violations. Also recall that Missouri does not include
any language mentioning either mandatory or optional removal of firearms as a possible
protection when issuing a PO.
Further analyses of the breakdown of Missouri’s score cannot be inferred, though
it appears that, in general, states seem reluctant to offer relief for transportation (29%)
and medical care (35%). Overall, state scores concerning the administrative process were
rated as the least likely to promote victim empowerment, with states scoring an average
of 2 out of 5 points, and only two states scoring 4 points. Most states (55%) did not
provide filing assistance, and only five states (10%) required a written explanation of a
PO denial. It is likely that Missouri’s stance on these elements contributed to a loss of
points on the overall victim-empowerment score. Although there is room to improve
polices which promote victim empowerment, once again, Missouri statutes ranked among
the most progressive in the nation.
Conclusion
Particularly since the first enactment of VAWA in 1994, PO state statutes have
become more expansive. Language has especially become more inclusive in recognizing
multiple forms of abuse and by incorporating various types of relationships. State efforts
to waive the petitioner’s filing fee are also praised as reducing barriers to protection.
Additionally, states are becoming increasingly likely to impose harsher sanctions for
repeat PO violations. These developments have been touted as increasing both victim
friendliness and victim empowerment.34

34

All states placed in the highest quartile of victim empowerment were also placed in the highest category
of victim-friendliness (Richards, Gover, & Tudor, 2018; Richards, Tudor, & Gover, 2018). In addition to
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While all states have adopted more progressive legislation over time, Missouri
statutes stand out and consistently rank among the top. Despite more generous legislation,
however, POs are granted at a much lower rate in Missouri compared to the national
average. It is important to continue to track state trends in the rates at which POs are
requested and granted and assess how this relates to victim friendliness and victim
empowerment. Without this knowledge, findings emanating from a Missouri dataset
should be met with caution and may not necessarily be generalizable to other states
despite similar scores of victim friendliness or victim empowerment. Nevertheless,
analyses of Missouri laws and cases do provide important insight as to how POs are
utilized within the state.

Missouri, states ranked in the highest category of both victim friendliness and victim empowerment include
Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Utah,
Washington, and West Virginia.
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Chapter 4: Research Questions and Methodology
As justice system responses to domestic violence grew in the United States,
scholars came to study how specific programs designed to combat domestic violence
operated, how survivors utilized such programs, and the effectiveness of such programs.
POs have been a popular remedy for many survivors, providing increased access through
the civil rather than the criminal court system. Substantial research has focused on the
initial application and/or acquisition of a PO. Fewer studies, though, have examined what
happens after a PO is granted, specifically in terms of whether a PO is violated. Studies
that have explored this issue generally rely on police records or survivor interviews
detailing re-abuse. These studies may be limited in their focus specifically on
revictimization and, further, fail to consider the civil court’s role in protecting petitioners
(e.g., holding respondents in contempt for violating an order). Without also considering
different types of violations, it is difficult to determine the ways in which POs, and the
courts more broadly, fall short. This may also inform the steps that the courts might take
to amend the PO process and PO conditions in order to better protect petitioners.
This dissertation, therefore, seeks to shed empirical light on the circumstances
under which continued abuse and other violations are reported to the court following
acquisition of a PO by examining two specific issues. The first is how cases in which PO
violations are reported to the court differ from cases in which no violations are reported.
The second is how case and party characteristics vary across different types of violations
in those cases where respondents do not abide by the conditions of the POs filed against
them. Special attention is paid to how coercive controlling violence, initial allegations of
abuse, and associated conditions of the PO are associated with the reporting of PO
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violations. Answers to these questions can assist the court in better responding to claims
of domestic violence and ensuring that court orders are upheld.
Reporting Violations
Just as differences exist that distinguish survivors who seek POs from survivors
who do not seek POs (e.g., Durfee & Messing, 2012; Holt, 2004; Wolf et al., 2000), there
are likely factors that distinguish cases in which PO violations are reported to the court
from cases in which POs are obtained, but violations are not reported to the court.35 Case
and party characteristics provide two such areas of distinction.
Party Characteristics
Party characteristics of interest include respondents’ sex, race, and age, as well as
the parties’ relationship and cohabitation status. Prior research consistently indicates that
young males are most likely to violate POs (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Carlson, Harris, &
Holden, 1999). Research is less clear regarding the relationship between race and PO
violations. Benson and Fox (2004), for example, highlight the interconnectedness of race
and socioeconomic status. On one hand, persons from more advantaged backgrounds,
who tend to be white and in relationships with other white persons, may be better
equipped to navigate the complicated legal system (Durfee & Messing, 2012), and thus,
may be more likely to report violations to the court.36 Alternatively, persons from less
advantaged backgrounds, who tend to be non-white and in relationships with other nonwhite persons, may have fewer informal sources of support and may rely more heavily on

35

Of course, it is likely that not all PO violations that occur are reported to the court. Differences between
cases in which violations occur but are not reported and cases in which no violations occur is a separate
concern that future research should explore.
36
Whether these persons are more likely to experience violations or simply report them is unclear.
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formal sources of support, such as the legal system (e.g., Bell, 2016), thereby making the
reporting of violations more likely for cases involving non-white parties.37
Additionally, it is likely to be more difficult to effectively separate parties in more
intimate relationships. As such, PO violations may be more likely for parties who are or
were married with children and those who continue to cohabitate (Burgess-Proctor, 2003;
Logan and Walker, 2009; Mele, 2009).
Case Characteristics
Case characteristics of interest include initial alleged abusive acts (e.g.,
harassment, assault), case continuance due to lack of service of the respondent, the
method by which the PO was granted (hearing, consent, default), and supplementary
conditions included in the PO (e.g., mandated counseling, payments to the petitioner).38
The abuse initially reported by petitioners may be correlated with whether
violations are subsequently reported to the court. For example, more serious initial
allegations of abuse (e.g., allegations of physical violence, violence which results in
injury, or the use of multiple types of abuse) may be associated with reported PO
violations. Initial allegations of physical violence may also be related to subsequent
reports of continued abuse.
Recent theoretical distinctions of different types of violence may also be helpful
in distinguishing cases in which PO violations are reported from cases in which PO
violations are not reported. Although Burgess-Proctor (2003) found that classification of
cases on the basis of Johnson’s typology (1995; 2008) ultimately did not significantly

37

Again, whether these persons are more likely to experience violations or simply report them is unclear.
Additionally, information on the presiding judge will be used to assess any variance in the issuance of
PO conditions, as some judges may be more likely to include supplementary conditions than others.
38
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differentiate between cases with and without violations, as outlined in chapter 2, there
were methodological concerns which may have impacted her findings. Coercive
controlling violence is chronic and involves an imbalance of power. While a PO arguably
provides a petitioner with more power than she or he would otherwise have, a PO may
not be substantial enough to dramatically impact long-established patterns of abuse.
Therefore, petitioners experiencing coercive controlling violence may be more likely to
report PO violations than are petitioners who do not experience this pattern of violence.
Inability to locate and serve the respondent may indicate that she or he is likely to
evade the justice system and disregard conditions of the PO (Buzawa and Buzawa, 2003),
or that the respondent lives a highly disorganized life and may be unlikely to adhere to
strict PO conditions. This, continuances granted during the initial stages of the PO
process may be related to later reports of violations. Additionally, the method by which a
PO is entered may provide some indication of the respondent’s willingness to comply
with the PO and its conditions. Tyler and Huo (2002) posit that persons who enter a court
order unwillingly (i.e., by judicial hearing or default) are less likely to comply with court
decisions and conditions. If respondents are unwilling to abide by the PO, it may be more
likely that violations will be reported.
Finally, some judges may be more likely than others to include supplemental
conditions when issuing a PO. These supplemental conditions often involve a greater
degree of oversight (e.g., the respondent must report to a counseling coordinator), which,
ideally, should increase the likelihood of compliance with the PO. However,
supplementary conditions may also pose a selection effect as the most troublesome cases
and respondents may be more likely to receive additional conditions. Further, the number
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Table 4.1: Proposed Relationship with PO Violations
Case Characteristics
Respondent is Male
Respondent Race
Respondent Age
Intimate Relationship Between Petitioner and Respondent
Case Characteristics
Initial Allegations
Coercive Control
Service Difficulties
Presiding Judge
PO Enactment by Consent
PO Conditions

Positive
Unclear
Negative
Positive
Positive
Positive
Positive
Unclear
Negative
Negative

of supplementary conditions may also be indicative of more intimate relationships (e.g.,
those with children in common and shared property).
A summary of expected relationships between case and party characteristics and
PO violations is presented in Table 4.1
Nature of PO Violations
Although research consistently indicates that roughly 40% to 60% of POs are
violated (e.g., Cordier et al., 2019), less attention is paid to the nature of the violations
reported. For example, a subsequent physical assault and a communication from the
respondent which violates the order are both PO violations, by definition, but may have
very different implications for the petitioner. This, it is imperative to distinguish between
violations involving continued abuse (i.e.., assault, stalking, threats, property damage)
from technical violations, which are actions that would not be problematic if not for the
PO (i.e., non-threatening communication, non-assaultive proximity violations, disruption
of parenting plans). It is possible that some types of violations are more commonly
reported to the court (e.g., continued abuse), though the most commonly reported types
may differ according to case and/or party characteristics.
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It is anticipated that the majority of reported PO violations will concern continued
abuse rather than technical violations. The process of returning to the courthouse to file a
motion for contempt and attending, in some cases, multiple hearings on the contempt
docket may be an arduous process for some. Therefore, it is hypothesized that petitioners
will be less willing to report technical violations, which may be perceived as less
threatening. Moreover, theorists suggest that cases involving coercive controlling
violence may be more vulnerable to continued abuse. Therefore, cases involving this type
of violence should be more likely to include reported PO violations of continued abuse
than are cases in which coercive controlling violence is not present.
Additionally, considering that the best predictor of future behavior is past
behavior, PO violations are expected to mirror initial allegations, thus producing patterns
of abuse that are relatively stable over time. For example, petitioners who allege stalking
when filing for a PO are also expected to report stalking violations. If this is the case, it
may suggest that POs are limited in their ability to discourage subsequent abuse of a
specific nature.
Alternatively, initial allegations of specific abusive behaviors may lead the court
to impose certain PO conditions intended to reduce the risk of these behaviors
reoccurring. For example, POs with initial allegations of assault may be more likely to
include conditions designed specifically to discourage subsequent assault, such as
mandated batterers’ counseling. Violations that do not mirror initial allegations,
therefore, may suggest that POs may be effective in discouraging similar types of
subsequent abuse.
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Characteristics of Sample Population
To address these questions, data collected from the St. Louis County Specialized
Civil Domestic Violence Court (SCDVC) are utilized. The St. Louis County SCDVC is
located in St. Louis County, Missouri.
St. Louis County
St. Louis County, Missouri is comprised of 89 municipalities and is independent
from St. Louis City, which is its own county (St. Louis County, 2018). St. Louis County
is home to just under one million residents (approximately 16% of the state’s population),
68% of whom are White and 25% of whom are Black (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018).39 In
2015, 45% of women and 53% of men over the age of 15 indicated that they were
married and not separated from their partner.40 About 58% of St. Louis County
households included a child under the age of 18 with the average family consisting of
approximately three persons (American Community Survey, 2020).
Between 2010 and 2015, the number of domestic violence cases reported to law
enforcement in St. Louis County decreased from approximately 5,200 to 4,200 annually,
representing 12% and 9%, respectively, of all such calls made throughout the state
(Missouri State Highway Patrol, 2020).41 Calls came primarily from residents of north
county who live in predominantly black and urban areas (36%), or persons living in

39

An additional 5% identify as Asian, 2% as biracial, and less than 1% identify as either Alaska
Native/Native American or Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018).
40
Thirty percent of women and 34% of men over the age of 15 report having never been married, 2% of
women and 1% of men indicate that they are married but separated from their partner, 10% of women and
3% of men are widowed, and 13% of women and 9% of men report being divorced in St. Louis County in
2015 (American Community Survey, 2020).
41
The most recent data from 2018 indicate 4,014 cases were reported, which made up 8.8% of all domestic
violence reports to law enforcement in Missouri. A total of 45,582 domestic violence incident reports were
made to law enforcement in 2018 (Missouri State Highway Patrol, 2020).
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unincorporated territories who live in predominantly white and rural areas (42%).42
Additionally, 17% of domestic violence calls to law enforcement involved current or
former spouses, 18% involved never-married persons with children in common, 28%
involved persons who had never lived together but were in a continuing romantic
relationship, and 19% involved persons related by blood.43
St. Louis County Specialized Civil Domestic Violence Court
St. Louis County’s Family Court was founded in 1993 and operates under the
‘one family, one judge doctrine’ which indicates that “all matters involving a particular
family are assigned to the same Judge or Commissioner whenever possible, bringing
increased continuity and consistency to the judicial process,” (Family Court, 2010: 4).
The Family Court handles a variety of domestic matters including divorce or separation
proceedings, parent education programs, and child custody arrangements.
In 2009, the St. Louis County Specialized Civil Domestic Violence Court
(SCDVC) was established within the Family Court to focus specifically on familial abuse
and violence. The SCDVC helps to manage PO cases and coordinate treatment in order to
“enhance victim safety and hold offenders accountable for their abuse,” (Family Court,
2010: 12). Specifically, the SCDVC utilizes a small number of specially assigned judges
to hear all domestic violence related PO cases in the district. Judges selected for this
responsibility have additional training on the dynamics of domestic violence and annual
refresher training. Due to the potentially sensitive nature of allegations made by
42

Ten percent of domestic violence calls were made by residents of south county, and 12% of calls were
made by residents of west/central county (Missouri Highway Patrol, 2020). Regional mapping decisions
were informed by various sources, one of which included the St. Louis Psychological Association (2020).
Regional and racial differences may speak to preferences in help-seeking or the availability of resources.
43
Of remaining cases, 14% percent involved cohabitating unmarried romantic partners, 3% involved
previously cohabitating unmarried romantic partners, and 1% involved persons related by marriage
(Missouri Highway Patrol, 2020).
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petitioners in these cases (e.g., in cases of sexual assault), dockets in the SCDVC are
comprised solely of cases in which the PO is sought for relief of domestic violence or
stalking. In addition, the SCDVC provides court advocates in each docket who can meet
with petitioners, answer questions, and offer support during the hearing.
While the number of domestic violence calls to law enforcement in St. Louis
County has dropped in recent years, the number of all adult POs requested through the
civil court actually slightly increased. Between 2009 and 2015, the number of POs filed
in St. Louis County increased slightly from 4,300 to 4,600, which represented 10% and
11% of all POs filed in the state (Missouri Courts, 2020).44 Although the proportion of
POs granted cannot be disaggregated by county, state data indicate that approximately
30% of all adult PO requests were granted between 2013 and 2015 (MCADSV, 2017).
Data Collection
Collection of these data was coordinated by Dr. Kristin Carbone-Lopez, who, at
the time, was both an Associate Professor at the University of Missouri- St. Louis and a
volunteer court advocate for St. Louis County SCDVC. Her dual roles led to a
partnership between academic researchers and court practitioners. Data were collected in
order to identify common risk factors associated with PO violations as well as to develop
a better understanding of the long-term impact that specialized domestic violence courts
may have on repeat victimization.

44

Statewide data for 2010 could not be accessed. The most recent data from 2019 indicate that 5,503 adult
POs were requested in St. Louis County, which represents 12.6% of all adult POs filed in Missouri. There
was a total of 42,712 adult POs filed in Missouri in 2019 (Missouri Courts, 2020).
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Sampling
Researchers worked closely with personnel at St. Louis County SCDVC to both
identify cases and extract data for study, focusing on cases initially heard before the
SCDVC between 2010 and 2014.45 The sampling process is illustrated in Figure 4.1.
Court records indicated that approximately 22,800 adult POs were requested in St. Louis
County between 2010 and 2014 (Missouri Courts, 2020). Assuming that about 30% of all
POs requests were granted, roughly 6,800 adult POs would have been issued during this
time. Of these cases, 4,067 granted POs involved adults in a domestic relationship.46 A
portion of these cases were heard before the SCDVC.47
Court docket sheets maintained by the SCDVS Court Coordinator were used to
identify the sampling frame for the present study. Cases that were renewed during the
timeframe were excluded as the present study is concerned with the initial granting of a
PO and subsequent actions and abuse that follow. In total, 2,586 unique cases were
identified as involving an order granted by the SCDVC between January 2010 and
December 2014.
Of these cases, 150 (6%) included allegations of no-contact violations that were
reported to the court between January 2010 and June 2015.48 When a no-contact violation
was reported to the court, the case was then transferred to Division 16, part of the

45

Most of the POs granted were for one year. Because violations could be reported to the court up to 354
days following the initial order, cases heard on the contempt docket through June 30, 2015 were included in
the sample.
46
Non-domestic relationships include persons who are not related by blood or marriage and have never
been in an intimate relationship. This may include, for example, neighbors or co-workers.
47
As per the ‘one family, one judge,’ doctrine of St. Louis County’s Family Court, PO applications
involving parties that have already appeared before the court (e.g., divorce or child custody proceedings)
may have been adjudicated in divisions other than the SCDVC.
48
This is substantially lower than PO violations reported to law enforcement or in petitioner interviews
(Benitez et al., 2010).
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Figure 4.1: Case Selection Process
Adult POs requested between 2010 and 2014 in St.
Louis County, MO
•Approx 22,800 cases

Adult POs granted between 2010 and 2014 in St. Louis
County, MO
•Approx. 6,800 cases

Adult POs granted between 2010 and 2014 in St. Louis
County, MO involving domestic parties
•4,067 cases

Adult POs with domestic parties granted in SCDVC
between 2010 and 2014
•2,585 cases

Sample for analysis
•All 150 cases including ICC charges are selected
•155 cases without ICC charges are selected at random

SCDVC, where Indirect Criminal Contempt (ICC) proceedings took place. Contempt
proceedings relating only to other types of violations (i.e., non-compliance with
mandated counseling or financial orders) were heard in other divisions. ICC cases could
include both allegations of no-contact violations as well as non-compliance or nonpayment.
Because cases with reported PO violations were of particular interest, all such
cases were included in the final sample. Additionally, a simple random sample of cases in
which no PO violations were reported to the court was selected to serve as a comparison
group (n=155). Once cases were identified, files were pulled by SCDVC staff and data
were extracted by researchers. If a selected file could not be located, another case filed in
the same year was randomly selected to be used as a replacement. Together, this
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produced a stratified sample of 305 cases distinguished on the basis of whether or not
ICC charges were filed in the SCDVC.
Case Files
Cases filed served as the unit of analysis. The court’s case files are rich sources of
data including information about the parties directly involved in the case (i.e., the
petitioner or respondent), as well as the court’s response. Specifically, the file includes
the original paperwork submitted by the petitioner upon filing for the PO. This petition
includes demographic information on both the petitioners and respondents as well as all
allegations of abuse made by petitioners. Case files also document the court’s response
and judgment to all such motions, as well as information pertaining to the progress of the
case (e.g., attempts to serve the respondent with the notice to appear in court,
continuations, etc.). Also included in the court file are any party-initiated motions, such
as a request for a case dismissal, case renewal, challenge to a case renewal, request for
PO condition amendments (e.g., restructuring a parenting plan). Finally, in those cases
where a PO violation was reported to the court, the file includes the original motion for
contempt paperwork filed by the petitioner which provides information on the way(s) in
which the PO was violated.
Measurement & Scoring
PO Violations
If the respondent violates the terms of the PO, the petitioner may file a motion of
indirect criminal contempt (ICC). Initiation of ICC proceedings, regardless of possible
dismissal prior to full adjudication, was considered a court-reported PO violation and was
the primary dependent variable in this dissertation.
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All violations reported to the court, rather than only those violations founded and
punished by the court, were examined for several reasons. Table 4.2 details the resolution
of ICC cases during the study period. First, in only one-third of cases (n=51) were
allegations founded and punished by the ICC court. Including only those cases in which
the courts found that a violation had occurred would drastically reduce the sample size.49
Relatedly, although only impacting a small number of cases, some cases with
alleged violations were transferred to other divisions. Adjudication decisions made in
other divisions, however, were not available in the present data set. It is possible that
some of these allegations were also founded and punished by the court. The exclusion of
cases adjudicated in other divisions in favor only of cases adjudicated in Division 16
would ultimately discount the reported violations of cases that were ultimately founded
by other divisions of the court.
Additionally, as Table 4.2 shows, several cases were not fully adjudicated either
because the respondent could not be located and served with the order to appear in court,
or because the respondent was already serving a lengthy prison sentence. While the
allegations in these cases were not ultimately founded by the court, it was not because
they were without merit, but rather because they were never heard.

Table 4.2: ICC Case Resolution (n=150)
N
51
48
22
15
7
3
4

Founded, any punishment given
Petitioner did not appear in court
Petitioner dismissed PO or ICC charges
Dismissed by court, no punishment
Respondent was unable to be served
Case transferred to other division
Other
49

Pct.
34.00
32.00
14.67
10.00
4.67
2.00
2.67

Concerns related to selection bias are discussed later in the chapter.
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Nearly half of all cases in which ICC charges were filed during the study period,
cases were dismissed either because the petitioner did not appear in court (at which point
contempt charges were dropped) (n=48), or because the petitioner actively dropped ICC
charges or the PO completely (n=22). Again, although the violation allegations were not
ultimately founded by the court, it was not necessarily because they lacked merit.
Allegations of PO violations should not be discounted because a petitioner could not take
off of work to make the court date, for example, or because the petitioner had accepted an
apology from the respondent.
Finally, one of the primary goals of this dissertation is to understand the variety
and nature of commonly reported PO violations. It is possible, for example, that cases
with certain types of reported PO violations (e.g., assault) were adjudicated differently
than were others. However, it is vital to first recognize the various ways in which POs
were violated by abusers. For these reasons, all allegations of PO violations were
considered.
To determine how much time elapsed between when the PO was first enacted and
the subsequent report of PO violations, the date that the PO was granted was subtracted
from the date that ICC charges were filed. Time was measured in days and ranged from 0
to 838 days.
In the following analyses, PO violations were measured both as a single
dichotomous variable (e.g., no ICC proceedings = 0, ICC proceedings =1), as well as a
series of dichotomous variables which further specify the nature of the violation. This
second measurement was crucial to differentiating between the types of violations
reported.
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Nature of Violations
When petitioners reported PO violations to the court, they were asked to detail
how exactly the “respondent has willfully and intentionally violated the terms” of the
PO.50 While some allegations of violations were quite extensive and included many pages
of personal testimony, third-party testimony, and police reports, some were considerably
brief or vague consisting of only a few sentences. As such, distinctions cannot
consistently be made regarding the frequency or severity of abuse.
It should also be noted that, in ten cases, ICC proceedings were initiated two or
more times. Because this dissertation is concerned with the nature and scope of reported
PO violations as opposed to the outcomes of ICC proceedings, the sample includes all
violations associated with selected cases that were reported to SCDVC between January
2010 and June 2015.
An analysis of petitioner statements of alleged violations was conducted to
identify the types of violations commonly reported to the court. Statements were
collected verbatim from the original paperwork that was submitted to the court; syntax
and/or spelling errors were maintained to preserve the petitioner’s voice. Statements were
read multiple times and then, using Microsoft Word and Excel, portions of the statements
were highlighted, color-coded and sorted. In order to identify similar types of violations,
petitioner statements were categorized first according to whether they involved re-abuse
or a technical violation. Second, more distinct classifications were made concerning
whether the violation involved continued abuse (e.g., assault or stalking) or technical
violations (e.g., non-threatening communication).

50

It is worth noting that the court allows all allegations of violations to be heard in Division 16. In other
words, the court does not exclude any cases on the basis of the strength or weakness of the allegations.
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Violations involving continued abuse included those with any allegations of
assault, threats, stalking, or property damage.51 Behaviors that would not be considered
problematic but not for the PO were coded as technical violations. These included
allegations of non-threatening communication, non-assaultive and non-stalking proximity
violations, and parenting plan violations. Violations that were not abusive in nature and
did not clearly fit in one of these categories were classified as ‘other technical violations.’
The categories of violations identified and the rules of coding are discussed in greater
detail below. It is important to note that categories of PO violations were not mutually
exclusive, meaning that one petitioner statement could potentially involve multiple types
of violations.
Continued Abuse Violations
Allegations of assault included ‘direct assaults’ in which the petitioner was
allegedly physically assaulted by the respondent, as well as indirect assaults. Indirect
assaults included instances in which the respondent physically assaulted a third party
associated with the petitioner (e.g., new partner) or instances in which a third party
associated with the respondent allegedly physically assaulted the petitioner.
Threats may have been directed at the petitioner’s well-being, a third party
associated with the petitioner, or they may have concerned reporting or threats of
reporting. Threats of reporting focused on the petitioner’s livelihood (e.g., disclosing to
an employer that the petitioner is not a U.S. citizen) or her or his personal relationships
(e.g., disclosing the petitioner’s drug use to her family). Threats made against the

51

Property damage was coded as continued abuse for two reasons. First, property damage is an inherently
problematic behavior regardless of the acquirement of a PO and therefore not a ‘technical violation.’
Second, property damage may be seen as an encroachment on petitioners presumed safe space and may be
used as a means to intimidate petitioners.
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petitioner’s livelihood or involving personal relationships need not have been
substantiated. For example, a respondent may have threatened to call the police alleging
maltreatment of shared children. The basis of the claim need not have been accurate.
Missouri defines stalking as “a pattern of conduct composed of two or more acts
over a period of time, however short, that serves no legitimate purpose,” that is intended
to, “cause fear of danger or physical harm,” (Missouri Revised Statute § 455, 2015).
Allegations of stalking included instances in which the respondent followed the petitioner
from one place to another, intently monitored known locations of the petitioner (e.g.,
home or place of employment), or behaviors otherwise recognized by the petitioner as
stalking, including behaviors occurring over the internet or via social media.
Allegations of property damage included petitioner reports of the destruction, or
theft, of her or his property, reports that the respondent broke into the her or his home
(e.g., breaking the door down), and behaviors that caused financial damage to the
petitioner (e.g., damaging credit).
Technical Violations
Non-threatening communication violations involved instances in which
petitioners reported they had been directly contacted by the respondent or indirect
correspondence through a third party (e.g., asking shared children to deliver a message)
that was not perceived or described as threatening or harassing. Communication
violations may have been made verbally, via phone, text, or email.
Whereas stalking violations included a pattern of behavior meant to intimidate the
petitioner, non-assaultive and non-stalking proximity violations involved isolated
instances in which parties allegedly came in contact, but the nature of contact was not
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meant to intimidate the petitioner. Non-assaultive and non-stalking proximity violations
included cases in which the respondent allegedly approached the petitioner in a public
setting, or cases in which the respondent arrived at the petitioner’s home to exchange
property without having a police officer present as required by the PO.
Parenting plan violations included to any allegation that the parenting plan was
not being honored by the respondent. This included instances in which the respondent
kept shared children past her or his allotted time, as well as instances in which the
respondent failed to pick up shared children during her or his allotted time.
All alleged violations that did not clearly fall into one of the designated categories
and did not involve continued abuse were classified as ‘other’ violations. These include
allegations of non-compliance and non-payment pertaining to the conditions of the PO
(e.g., non-attendance of mandated counseling or missed child support payments), as well
as unique cases and violations that could not be sorted into one of the aforementioned
categories. For example, in one case, the petitioner alleged that the respondent was
signing up the petitioner and her stepfather for many subscription services such that they
were inundated with mail and, in some cases, received billing statements.
Scoring
A dichotomous variable for each specific violation type was created (e.g., no
assault = 0, assault = 1; no stalking = 0, stalking = 1). A series of dichotomous variables
was preferred over a single categorical variable for two reasons. First, a single incident
may have involved several types of violations. For example, a respondent may have
assaulted the petitioner and threaten a repeated assault if some desired action was not
taken. This single event would be classified as both an assault and a threat-based
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violation. Second, some violations were reported almost as soon as they were committed
and included only one type of violation. Other cases, however, included allegations
spanning the course of weeks or months and, consequently, included several different
types of violations. The combination of several different types of PO violations would
quickly be complicated.52 For these reasons, the presence or absence of specific types of
PO violations was assessed individually.
In addition to the dichotomous variables indicating specific PO violations, a
categorical variable was created to distinguish whether PO violations included 1.)
allegations of continued abuse only; 2.) technical violations only; 3.) or a combination of
both types. Finally, three summative variables were created indicating all specific
continued abuse allegations, all specific technical violations, and all violations reported.
Coercive Control
Coercive control is believed to distinguish between two very different patterns of
domestic violence. As such, it may help explain differences between cases in which PO
violations were reported from those with no reported violations. Furthermore, cases
involving coercive control may have different types of reported PO violations than cases
that do not concern this pattern of violence.
Johnson’s (2008) concept of coercive control is heavily influenced by the Duluth
Power and Control Wheel (Pence & Paymar, 1993), which emphasizes intimidation,
monitoring, and undermining the will and ability of one’s partner to resist assertions of
control. Several of these concepts were represented in the domestic violence assessment
used by SCDVC which asked petitioners to indicate how frequently they experienced

52

The recognition of eight different types of PO violations creates the possibility of thousands of unique
combinations of violation types.
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specific abusive acts perpetrated by the respondent (never, yearly, monthly, weekly,
daily).53
During the study timeframe, the court reduced the number of domestic violence
assessment items from 23 (used in 2011 and 2012) to 14 (used in 2013 and 2014). Most
of the items that remained in the shorter version were the same as the items used in the
longer version. Several items in the long version were collapsed into a single item in the
short version, though no distinctly new items were added. The domestic violence
assessment, which was administered at the time the petition was filed, was not mandated
by the court and was not administered during the initial application for a PO in 2010. As
such, it was only completed by about two-thirds of petitioners.
The presence or absence of coercive control was measured at the time the initial
petition was filed, based on petitioners’ responses to the domestic violence assessment.
The specific items which were used to measure coercive control are identified in Table
4.3. Together, these items yielded a moderately strong alpha score of 0.69. Threats may
Table 4.3: Domestic Violence Assessment Items Used to Measure Coercive Control
Items Used from 2011-2012
Items Used from 2013-2014
Threatened to use/use weapon
Used or threatened to use weapon
Made threats/said things to scare you
Threatened to kill you
Made threats, including threats to harm
Threatened to kill your children/loved ones
himself
Threatened to harm your pet
Threatened to kill/harm himself
Physically forced sex
Physically forced sex
Stalked/harassed you
Stalked/harassed you
Followed/spied on you
Controlled your daily activities
Tried to keep you from doing something
Controlled your daily activities
Made you do something humiliating
53

Items were not defined for petitioners. It was up to the petitioner to self-define whether they had
experienced a particular act and at what frequency.

83

represent one of the most frequent forms of intimidation and control frequently used by
domestic abusers. The domestic violence assessment asked whether the respondent had
threatened the petitioner with a weapon or had made other threats (including saying
things to scare the petitioner, threats to kill the petitioner, threats to kill the petitioner’s
children or loved ones, threats to kill the petitioner’s pet, or threats to kill or inflict selfharm on the respondent).
Monitoring was captured by asking whether the respondent had stalked or
harassed the petitioner (including following or spying on the petitioner). Attempts to
undermine the will and ability of the petitioner to resist focused heavily on isolation and
instilling the belief that the petitioner has no “viable alternatives” (Johnson, 2008: 27).
Items asking whether the respondent controlled the petitioner’s daily activities (including
keeping the petitioner from doing something or making the petitioner do something
humiliating) were used to measure this aspect of control. Finally, forced sex, or rape, may
be used to intimidate and control petitioners and was measured by asking whether the
respondent had physically forced the petitioner to have sex.
In Johnson’s description of coercive control, he indicates that the “control
sought… is general and long term,” (2008:6; emphasis added). To be coded as involving
coercive control, petitioners must have reported that respondents used at least one of the
controlling behaviors specified above and that they had done so on a daily basis. If
petitioners indicated that none of these acts occurred on a daily basis, the cases were
coded as not involving coercive control. This stringent, conservative measure, therefore,
captures a pattern of consistent, controlling behaviors that is in line with Johnson’s
(2008) description.
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Figure 4.2: Controlling Behaviors Perpetrated Daily by the
Respondent Against the Petitioner
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The frequency with which petitioners reported experiencing specific controlling
acts on a daily basis is presented in Figure 4.2. Specifically, 61% of petitioners
experienced stalking on a daily basis, 49% of petitioners received daily threats, 41% of
petitioners indicated that the respondent controlled their activities on a daily basis, 13%
of petitioners reported that the respondent used or threated to use a weapon against them
daily, and 5% of petitioners reported that they were raped on a daily basis.
Control Variables
Party Characteristics: Race, Sex, Age, Relationship Status, and Cohabitation
When filing for a PO, petitioners were asked to indicate their sex and race as well
as that of the respondent, the respondent’s date of birth, the petitioner’s relationship to the
respondent, and their cohabitation status. The petitioner and respondent’s sex and race
were both measured as dichotomous variables (female = 0, male = 1; white = 0, nonwhite = 1). The respondent’s age was measured in years and was calculated by

85

subtracting her or his birthdate from the date in which the PO was filed. Because data on
age were not normally distributed, the natural log of age was used.
Petitioners were also asked to describe the nature of their relationship with the
respondent. Options included: “current spouse, former spouse, children in common,
intimates residing together or previously resided together, intimates currently or
previously in a romantic relationship, related by blood, related by marriage, non-intimates
residing together, and stalking only.” If the petitioner indicated one of the final four
options, she or he was asked to further clarify the nature of the relationship. The majority
of stalking-only cases involved a former partner’s new partner, or a current partner’s
former partner (e.g., the petitioner and respondent previously dated, the respondent’s new
partner is now stalking the petitioner).54 All cases involving persons related by marriage
concerned in-laws. Cases involving persons related by blood involved parents and their
adult children and one uncle/niece dyad. The one case involving non-intimates residing
together pertained to the petitioner’s ex-fiancé’s mother.55
A categorical variable discerning the relationship status was created based on
marriage and shared children (currently/previously married with shared children = 1,
married only = 2, shared children only = 3, never married, no shared children = 4; other
domestic relationship = 5).56 Aside from indicating a potentially more intimate and
committed relationship, cases involving spouses and shared children likely present an

54

These cases, while not directly involving intimate parties, are still considered within the realm of
domestic abuse. Respondents may, for example, stalk a former romantic partner’s new partner out of a
desire to continue to control their former partner.
55
Cases involving persons currently or formerly related by blood or marriage also fall within the realm of
domestic violence. While most cases within the SCDVC involve intimate partners, parties in these
relationships also fit Missouri’s definition of domestic parties (Missouri Revised Statute § 455.010, 2017).
56
In multivariate analyses, ‘currently/previously married parties with shared children’ serve as the
reference category.
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increased opportunity for contact and a greater possibility that POs may be violated
(Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999; Mele, 2009).
In addition, cases in which petitioners and respondents were cohabitating may
face obvious challenges in respecting specific provisions of the PO. For example, it may
be difficult for cohabitating parties to maintain 100 feet of distance. Cohabitation is an
ordinal measure (currently residing together = 1, previously resided together = 2, never
resided together = 3).57
Case Characteristics: Initial Allegations, Service, Presiding Judge, Method of PO
Enactment, and PO Conditions
When filing for a PO, petitioners were asked to provide a brief written description
of the abuse sustained which prompted their request for the PO. Petitioners varied greatly
in terms of how much (or little) written detail they provided regarding the allegations.
They were asked to indicate whether the respondent had “knowingly and intentionally”
perpetrated a variety of behaviors against them. This behavior checklist included
harassing, coercing, stalking, following the petitioner from place to place, unlawfully
imprisoning, sexually assaulting, causing or attempting to cause physical harm, and
placing or attempting to place the petitioner in immediate physical harm. Petitioners were
also asked to indicate whether the respondent had ever threatened to perpetrate any of
these specified behaviors. Items were not defined for petitioners and they were left to
their own understanding and judgment. Each of these behaviors was included as a
separate dichotomous variable. This was preferred over measures of abuse identified
through an analysis of petitioners’ statements for a number of reasons.

57

In multivariate analyses, ‘currently residing together’ is the reference category to which ‘previously
resided together’ and ‘never resided together’ are compared.
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First, given that this checklist was provided for all petitioners, these measures
were standardized and presented to each petitioner creating consistency. As noted, the
length and degree of detail provided in the petitioner’s written description of their
allegations (hereafter referred to as the initial statement) varied. Second, the space
provided for the statement was quite small (although some petitioners did continue on the
back or on a separate sheet of paper). Particularly for petitioners who had long histories
with respondents, it may have been difficult to succinctly summarize all the forms of
abuse endured in the space provided. A focus on petitioner statements, therefore, may be
too narrow and may yield an incomplete understanding of patterns of abuse. The
checklist, however, allowed petitioners to indicate all the forms of abuse sustained even if
petitioners focus on only one or a few particularly concerning incidents in their statement.
To reduce the overall number of measures and to eliminate redundancy, four
items from this checklist were combined into two variables. ‘Stalking’ and ‘following
from place to place’ were very similar behaviors, as were ‘causing or attempting to cause
physical harm’ and ‘placing or attempting to place the petitioner in apprehension of
physical harm.’ As such, the nine-item checklist yielded seven measures of alleged abuse,
all of which were measured dichotomously. For the two combined measures, a positive
score on any one item was viewed as a positive indication of that behavior.
Not all PO decisions were reached during the first hearing; many were continued
for a variety of reasons. The vast majority of continuances granted prior to the issuance of
a PO, however, had to do with the inability to serve a court summons to the respondent at
least four days prior to the hearing date, as required by state law (Missouri Revised
Statutes, 2015). Given that nearly 95% of cases with no-service continuances were
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continued once or twice, a dichotomous, rather than a continuous variable, was used to
indicate whether a case was continued due to lack of service of the respondent.
A categorical variable was created pertaining to the method by which the PO was
granted (1 = consent, 2 = hearing, 3 = default). Consent served as the reference category
as this was used as an indicator of initial willingness to comply with the PO and its
conditions.
Nearly all POs included standard conditions, including the prohibition of abuse,
stalking, and molestation of the petitioner, as well as prohibition of communication
between parties unless otherwise noted (e.g., matters regarding children in common).
Standard conditions also prohibited respondents from entering the petitioner’s home or
place of employment, and most POs required the respondent to maintain a designated
distance (i.e., more than 100 yards) from the petitioner at all times.
In addition to these standard conditions, the court could also impose
supplementary conditions including mandated counseling (e.g., Batterer Intervention
Program, Alcoholics Anonymous, and anger management), payment schedules (e.g.,
child support, mortgage/rent, or medical bills), property exchanges, restricted access to a
firearm, as well as other less common, or more specific conditions. For parties with
children in common, additional conditions could include a parenting plan (i.e., visitation
schedules), denying the respondent visitation or custody, and the cessation of all parental
communication except in the case of child emergencies.58 Dichotomous variables
pertaining to each supplementary PO condition were created (i.e., mandated counseling
payment schedule, property exchange, parenting plan, restricted firearm access). An

58

Cases that do not restrict communication to child emergencies allow for communication between parents
regarding the child. In line with general no-contact conditions, all other communication is prohibited.
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additional variable totaling the sum of all supplementary PO conditions was also
included.
Finally, some of the presiding judges may have been more apt to include
supplementary conditions in the POs with reported PO violations. This, it is important to
examine any possible effect related to who granted the PO. Within the sample, a total of
fourteen different judges issued POs, with several granting three or fewer. Because of this
imbalance, only judges that issued a PO in at least 5% of the cases in the sample (15
cases), were included as individual options. This resulted in the identification of four
common judges with less common judges aggregated to an ‘other judge’ score.
Pseudonyms were used to identify these judges (Judge Alpha = 1; Judge Beta = 2; Judge
Charlie = 3; Judge Delta = 4; Judge Other = 5).
Analytic Strategy
The first research question focuses on identifying potential differences between
those cases in which PO violations were reported and those in which no violations were
reported. Descriptives for various party and case characteristics (including the presence
of coercive controlling violence) are first presented. Next, bivariate statistics (i.e., t-tests
and cross-tabulations with chi-square statistics) which examine the relationship between
party/case characteristics and whether a violation was reported are presented. Finally, a
series of logistic regression models are presented which assess the impact of various
groups of variables separately (i.e., party characteristics and case characteristics) before
they are assessed simultaneously.
The second research question explores the types of PO violations most commonly
reported to the court, as well as the case and party characteristics associated with
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different PO violations. Once categories of commonly reported violations were identified,
violations were classified as involving re-abuse or a technical violation. Further coding
was done to understand some of the nuances within specific violation categories. This
involved, for example, assessing the types of threats being made, as well as the manner in
which respondents make threats. Frequencies with which violation types occurred in the
sample is presented, as well as several narratives which are used to demonstrate the
variety of allegations made by petitioners.
In order to understand how cases with a particular type of reported violations vary
from those without that same type of violation (this includes cases in which no PO
violations were reported as well as cases that involved different types of violations)
bivariate statistics were calculated (i.e., t-tests and cross-tabulations with chi-square
statistics). For example, one important question is whether cases involving coercive
controlling violence may have been more likely to involve certain types of reported
violations (i.e., continued abuse) compared to those cases in which coercive controlling
violence was not present. Finally, bivariate statistics are also used to assess the extent to
which reported violations mirror initial allegations. In other words, are initial allegations
of stalking, for example, associated with subsequent reports of stalking-related
violations?
Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics are presented in Tables 4.4 through 4.7 and are briefly
discussed below. Descriptive statistics for party characteristics are shown in Table 4.4,
case characteristics are included in Tables 4.5 and 4.6, and PO violations are presented in
Table 4.7.
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Party Characteristics: Race, Sex, Age, Relationship Status, and Cohabitation
Table 4.4 presents descriptive statistics for all party characteristics of interest. The
vast majority of POs included in the sample were filed by female petitioners (85%)
against male respondents (82%) with whom there was a history of intimacy (90%),
meaning that parties were currently or previously married, are or were in a romantic
relationship, and/or have a child in common. More specifically, nearly 40% of cases
involved current or former spouses, and 48% of cases involved children in common.59
Just over half of all cases involved petitioners and respondents who had previously
resided together (51%) and one-fifth of cases involved parties who were residing together

Table 4.4: Descriptive Statistics, Party Characteristics (n=305)
Pct. /
N
Mean
Sex (n=305)
Male petitioner, male respondent
9
2.95
Male petitioner, female respondent
37
12.13
Female petitioner, male respondent
242
79.34
Female petitioner, female respondent
17
5.57
Race (n=298) a
White petitioner, white respondent
128
42.95
While petitioner, non-white respondent
15
5.03
Non-white petitioner, white respondent
7
2.34
Non-white petitioner, non-white respondent
148
49.66
Respondent age
305
38.2
Relationship status (n=305)
Married with children
73
23.93
Married only
45
14.75
Children only
73
23.93
Intimate only
85
27.87
Non-intimate
29
9.51
Cohabitation (n=305)
Currently residing together
65
21.31
Previously resided together
157
51.48
Never resided together
83
27.21
a

59

Data are missing for 7 cases
These categories are not mutually exclusive.
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St.
Dev.

Min/Max

11.8

18.2/77.4

at the time the PO was filed (21%). Both petitioners and respondents were about as likely
to be white as they were to be non-white and the vast majority (90%) of cases involved
parties of the same racial group. Respondents’ age ranged from 18 to 77 years old with
81% of respondents falling between the ages of 20 and 49 years old.
Case Characteristics: Initial Allegations, Service, Presiding Judge, Method of PO
Enactment, and PO Conditions
Table 4.5 presents descriptive statistics for all case characteristics of interest.
Petitioners alleged that the respondent committed an average of about three different
types of abusive behaviors, prompting them to seek a PO. Among these behaviors,
physical harm or attempted physical harm (83%), harassment (77%), and stalking (51%)
were the most common. Conversely, sexual assault (6%) was the least common initial
allegation.
In addition to the allegations of abuse which prompted their request for a PO,
65% of petitioners also completed a domestic violence assessment which measured the
frequency of specific abusive acts. Petitioners in 74% of cases in which the domestic
violence assessment was completed reported experiencing controlling behaviors on a
daily basis. These cases were coded as involving coercive controlling violence. The
proportion of cases involving coercive controlling violence, while high, is in line with
other studies finding that survivors experiencing this type of violence may be more likely
to seek formal help (i.e., through the civil court system) than survivors experiencing other
types of violence (Leone, Johnson, & Cohan, 2007).
Table 4.5 also provides information on the ways in which POs were issued within
the SCDVC. Specifically, it shows that roughly one-fifth of case were continued before
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Table 4.5: Descriptive Statistics, Case Characteristics (n=305)
N
Pct. / Mean
St. Dev.
Initial Allegations
Physical harm/attempted harm
252
82.62
Harassment
236
77.38
Stalking/following
157
51.48
Threats
108
35.41
Coercion
78
25.57
Unlawful imprisonment
44
14.43
Sexual assault
17
5.57
Sum initial allegations
305
2.92
1.41
Coercive Control a
145
73.60
Service Difficulties
57
18.69
Presiding Judge
Alpha
80
26.23
Bravo
50
16.39
Charlie
70
22.95
Delta
66
21.64
Other
39
12.79
PO Enactment (n=305)
Consent
134
43.93
Hearing
69
22.62
Default
102
33.44
PO Conditions
Counseling
50
16.39
Payments
30
9.84
Property
31
10.16
Firearm restrictions
7
2.30
b
Parenting
98
67.12
Sum PO conditions
305
0.87
1.13

Min/Max

0/7

0/5

a

Only some petitioners completed the domestic violence assessment used to create this measure (n=198)
b
Only some petitioners have children in common (n=146)

the PO was granted due to the initial lack of service to the represent. Forty-four percent
of POs were enacted through consent of the respondent, 33% were granted by default
(i.e., the respondent did not appear in court), and 23% were issued following a judicial
hearing.
POs were primarily issued in the SCDVC by four judges. On average, about half
of all cases included supplementary conditions, although many (28%) contained just one.
One in six respondents was mandated to attend some type of counseling, one in ten
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respondents was required to make payments to the petitioner, and an additional one in ten
cases stipulated that the respondent and petitioner were to exchange property. Among
cases involving children in common, about half included a parenting plan (47%), onethird denied the respondent custody or visitation rights (31%), and one-fifth limited the
communication between parties to that related to child emergencies only (21%).
Finally, Table 4.6 depicts the frequency with which specific judges issued
supplementary PO conditions. A closer look at the relationship between the presiding
judge and the implementation of supplementary PO conditions reveals that Judge Charlie
issued significantly fewer PO conditions within cases in the sample than did other judges.
Interestingly, judges who presided over fewer PO cases included in the sample actually
included more PO conditions, on average, than their colleagues.
PO Violations
Descriptive statistics for PO violations are included in Table 4.7 As dictated by
the sample design, ICC proceedings were initiated in roughly half of all cases. Less than
half of all ICC cases included technical violations (43%). Non-threatening
communication was the most common technical violation (23%) followed by parentingbased violations (19%). In contrast, allegations of continued abuse were reported in over

Table 4.6: Presiding Judge & PO Conditions
Judge
N
Cases without
Supplementary Conditions
Alpha
80
43.75%
Bravo
50
48.00%
Charlie * 70
62.86%
Delta
66
56.06%
Other *
39
33.33%
Total
305
50.16%
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Mean

SD

0.96
0.80
0.69
0.85
1.15
0.87

1.12
0.99
1.16
1.24
1.06
1.13

Min /
Max
0/4
0/4
0/5
0/5
0/3
0/5

Table 4.7: Descriptive Statistics, PO Violations (n=150)
N
Pct. / Mean St. Dev.
Continued Abuse
121
80.67
Assault
29
19.33
Stalking
78
52.00
Threats
99
66.00
Property damage
36
24.00
Sum of abuse violations
1.61
1.10
Days until ICC charges filed
165.59
180.58
Technical Violations
63
42.00
Non-threatening communication
35
23.33
Non-assaultive proximity
9
6.00
a
Parenting
16
18.82
Other
16
10.67
Sum of technical violations
0.51
0.65
Days until ICC charges filed
188.46
204.49
All Violations
Sum of all PO violations
2.92
1.56
Days until ICC charges filed
161.52
177.03
a

Min/Max

0/4
0/838

0/2
0/838
1/8
0/838

Only some cases on the ICC docket have children in common (n=85)

80% of all ICC cases with many of these cases including only allegations of abuse.
Threats were the most commonly reported violation of any type (66%). Petitioners
alleged stalking in over half of all ICC cases, property damage in one-quarter of ICC
cases, and assault in one-fifth of ICC cases. On average, petitioners reported having
experienced three different types of violations and reported these violations to the court
161 days, or approximately 5 months, after the PO was issued.
Sensitivity Analyses
To address possible selection bias and determine how these measurement
decisions may impact the results, a series of t-tests and cross tabulations with chi-square
statistics were conducted and are presented in Table 4.8. The conclusions that may be
drawn from these analyses are limited as a result of potential biases.
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Table 4.8: Sensitivity Analyses Results
Yes

Condition

N
51

ICC Charges Founded & Punished
Children in common †
Parties previously resided together †
Initial allegations of sexual assault †
PO granted by default *
Judge Charlie †
ICC Charges Filed Multiple Times
Total conditions †
Payment condition **
Threat-based violation *
Property-based violation **
Abuse violations sum *
Parenting violation *
Other technical violation ***
All violations sum **
DA Assessment Completed
Respondent is male *
Parties are/were intimate ***
Sum of initial alleged acts †
Initial allegations of threats ***
PO granted by hearing †
Judge Alpha †
Judge Bravo **
Judge Other **

No
Mean

N
99

0.67
0.67
0.02
0.20
0.14
10

Mean
0.52
0.52
0.11
0.38
0.26

140
1.50
0.40
1.00
0.60
2.30
0.30
0.40
4.20

198

0.86
0.11
0.64
0.21
1.56
0.09
0.09
2.83
107

0.86
0.99
3.03
0.43
0.20
0.23
0.22
0.09

0.76
0.74
2.73
0.21
0.28
0.33
0.06
0.20

† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001

PO Violations
The focus of this research is those PO violations that are reported to the court in
order to initiate charges of indirect criminal contempt. However, as detailed in chapter 2,
not all PO violations that occur are ultimately reported to the court. Given the study
parameters, it is not possible to examine those cases in which a PO was violated but no
reports were made to the court.
The decision was made to include all allegations of PO violations regardless of
final adjudication. It is possible, however, that cases in which violations were founded
and punished by the court differ in meaningful ways from cases in which PO violations
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were reported, but not formally founded by the ICC court. Cases in which ICC charges
were ultimately founded by the court were slightly more likely to involve both parties
with children in common and parties who previously resided together than were cases in
which ICC charges were not formally founded by the court. These cases were also less
likely to include an initial allegation of sexual assault, were less likely to have been
granted by default (in other words, they were more likely to have been granted through
consent of the respondent or after a hearing), and were less likely to have been granted by
Judge Charlie.
The finding that alleged PO violations were more likely to be founded and
punished by the court in cases involving parties with children in common and parties who
had previously resided together may suggest a number of things. First, it may be more
likely that allegations concerning parties in these types of relationships will be heard by
the court. In other words, petitioners in these cases may be less likely to dismiss the PO
or ICC charges, and it may be less likely that these respondents in these cases cannot be
served a summons to appear in court. Second, it is possible that allegations involving
parties in these types of relationships are in fact more serious and, therefore, are more
likely to be founded and punished by the court. Mele (2009), for example, explains the
difficulty of effectively separating parties with children in common. Because the shared
children serve as source of contact, there is a greater opportunity for PO violations of
occur. Additionally, although the data do not indicate how recently parties had been
cohabitating, research consistently finds that recent separation poses a significant risk of
re-abuse for persons leaving their partner (e.g., Holt et al., 2003; Durfee, 2017).
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ICC allegations involving PO cases granted by default (i.e., the respondent, after
being served a summons, failed to appear in court, at which point the PO was granted
automatically) may be less likely to be heard by the court relative to cases in which the
PO was granted by consent or judicial hearing. These respondents failed to appear at the
PO hearing and may be likely to evade facing charges for alleged PO violations by also
avoiding an ICC hearing. In other words, respondents who did not appear at the initial
hearing may also not appear at any subsequent violation hearing. Alternatively, persons
who failed to appear in court following the successful service of a summons for the PO
hearing may simply be less interested in maintaining contact with the petitioner, and,
consequently, less likely to perpetrate serious allegations of the abuse that are ultimately
founded and punished by the court.
Multiple ICC Filings
Ten cases (15%) included multiple ICC filings. It is worth exploring how these
cases may differ from cases in which ICC charges were only filed once. Cases in which
ICC charges were filed multiple times included a greater variety of all alleged violations,
as well as a greater variety of both abusive violations and technical violations, compared
to cases in which ICC charges were only filed once. All cases involving multiple ICC
filings included threat-based violations. These cases were also more likely to include
violations concerning property damage and parenting concerns than were cases in which
ICC charges were only filed once. In contrast, no cases with multiple ICC filings
included allegations of non-threatening communication.
It is not surprising, perhaps, that cases in which ICC charges were filed multiple
times included allegations of a greater variety of violation types. Each additional ICC
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filing may include alleged violation types not included in the first ICC filing. The fact
that these cases also included more PO conditions than cases in which ICC charges were
filed only once may suggest that these cases did, in fact, include the most troublesome
respondents, and that more conditions may have been initially included as a way to
address this concern.
Coercive Control
The domestic violence assessment, which asked petitioners to indicate the
frequency with which they experienced specific abusive behaviors perpetrated by the
respondent, was central to measuring coercive controlling violence. This instrument,
however, was voluntary and was not offered to petitioners in 2010. As such, there may be
important characteristics that differentiate petitioners who complete the domestic
violence assessment and their cases from those who did not.
Compared to petitioners who did not complete the domestic violence assessment,
petitioners who did were more likely to have filed the PO against a male respondent. This
may be because men tend to perpetrate more serious acts of violence against their
partners than do women (e.g., Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b). Therefore, petitioners who
file POs against men may want to provide further information about violence sustained.
For example, the standardized, limited measure of initial abuse asked whether the
respondent ever perpetrated physical harm against the petitioner. The more detailed
domestic violence assessment, however, disentangled not only the frequency of abuse,
but the severity of abuse as well, asking petitioners to provide information about hitting,
choking, and weapon use, for example.
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Additionally, petitioners who were or are in an intimate relationship with the
respondent were much more likely to have completed the domestic violence assessment
than were petitioners who were in a non-intimate relationship with the respondent.
Because of this intimate relationship, petitioners may have a longer history of abuse to
inform the court of, relative to, for example, a petitioner whose ex-partner’s new partner
only recently started stalking her.
Although the domestic violence assessment was optional, all petitioners were
asked to indicate whether the respondent had ever perpetrated broader types of violence
against the petitioner that led to the filing of the PO. Based on this separate, required
assessment, petitioners who completed the more detailed domestic violence assessment
were more likely to have alleged a greater number of initial types of abuse and were
specifically more likely to indicate that they had been threatened by the respondent than
were petitioners who did not complete the more detailed domestic violence assessment.
Again, this may be reflective of a desire to provide the court with a more detailed acount
of abuse sustained. Persons who reported fewer abusive acts, for example, may have not
had much more to add beyond the limited measure of initial abuse.
Conclusion
Descriptive statistics indicate that the current sample consists primarily of PO
cases filed by female petitioners against male respondents of the same race with whom
they were currently or previously in an intimate relationship. PO cases most frequently
alleged initial allegations of physical harm and harassment and the majority of cases in
the sample involved coercive control. Cases were most likely to be granted by consent of
the respondent and included, on average, only one supplementary PO condition. Of the
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cases in which PO violations were reported, allegations of continued abuse were most
common.
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Chapter 5: Results
Although POs are a popular avenue of help-seeking for many survivors of
domestic violence, petitioners indicate that violations occur in roughly half of all cases in
which POs are obtained (e.g., Cordier et al., 2019). Understanding who reports PO
violations to the court, and under what conditions, may help develop greater insight into
how civil POs may be used to address domestic violence and improve current court
practices regarding the issuance and enforcement of POs. Identifying the types of
commonly reported violations, as well as factors associated with such violations, may
also help the court design intervention to reduce the continued risk posed to petitioners
after they seek help from the civil court system. Finally, it is important to situate these
findings within the broader domestic violence literature which points to different
typologies of violence.
Reporting Violations
Bivariate Results
To discern the differences between cases involving reported PO violations and
those without, bivariate and multivariate results are presented and discussed. The results
of t-tests and cross-tabulations of party characteristics are presented in Table 5.1. These
analyses provide an overview of differences between cases involving ICC charges and
those without. Cases involving ICC charges were more likely to involve female
petitioners regardless of the sex of the respondent and were less likely to involve white
petitioners regardless of the race of the respondent than were cases without ICC charges.
Cases with ICC charges were more likely to involve parties who have been or are
currently married with children. Conversely, ICC cases were less likely to involve current
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Table 5.1: Bivariate Results Party Characteristics and Reported Violations
ICC Cases
Non-ICC Cases
N
Pct. / mean
N
Pct. / mean
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
3
2.00
6
3.87
Male pet., female resp.
17
11.33
20
12.90
Female pet., male resp. *
127
84.67
115
74.19
Female pet., female resp. **
3
2.00
14
9.03
Race
White pet., white resp. †
55
38.19
73
47.40
While pet., non-white resp. †
4
2.78
11
7.14
Non-white pet., white resp.
3
2.08
4
2.60
Non-white pet., non-white resp. *
82
56.94
66
42.86
Resp. age
37.94
38.52
Relationship status
Married with children **
47
31.33
26
16.77
Married only
23
15.33
22
14.19
Children only
38
25.33
35
22.58
Intimate- never married, no children *
32
21.33
53
34.19
Non-intimate †
10
6.67
19
12.26
Cohabitation †
Currently reside *
24
16.00
41
26.45
Previously reside †
85
56.67
72
46.45
Never resided
41
27.33
42
27.10
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001

or former intimate parties that do not have children in common, as well as non-intimate
parties. Additionally, cases in which ICC charges have been filed were more likely to
involve parties who had previously resided together, and they were less likely to involve
parties who were currently residing together compared to cases in which no ICC charges
have been filed.
Bivariate analyses of case characteristics are depicted in Table 5.2. Cases in
which ICC charges were filed were likely to include a greater sum of alleged abusive acts
ever perpetrated by the respondent prior to the PO than were cases in which ICC charges
were not filed. Specifically, ICC cases were more likely to include initial allegations of
harassment, sexual assault, and physical harm than were non-ICC cases. Although a
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Table 5.2: Bivariate Results Case Characteristics, Reported Violations
ICC Cases
Non-ICC Cases
N
Pct. / mean
N
Pct. / mean
Initial allegations
Harassment †
123
82.00
113
72.90
Coercion
42
28.00
36
23.23
Threats
52
34.67
56
36.13
Stalking/following
84
56.00
73
47.10
Unlawful imprisonment
25
16.67
19
12.26
Sexual assault †
12
8.00
5
3.23
Physical harm / attempted physical harm † 130
86.67
122
78.71
Sum initial allegations *
3.12
2.74
Coercive control
75
78.12
70
69.31
No Service *
35
23.33
22
14.19
Presiding judge
Alpha †
33
22.00
47
30.32
Bravo
22
14.67
28
18.06
Charlie
33
22.00
37
23.87
Delta
37
24.67
29
18.71
Other *
25
16.67
14
9.03
PO Enactment
Consent
67
44.67
67
43.23
Hearing
35
23.33
34
21.94
Default
48
32.00
54
34.84
PO Conditions
Counseling †
30
20.00
20
12.90
Payments *
20
13.33
10
6.45
Property
12
8.00
19
12.26
Firearm restrictions
2
1.33
5
3.23
Parenting †
55
36.67
43
27.74
Sum PO conditions
0.91
0.84
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001

higher proportion of ICC cases include coercive controlling violence compared to nonICC cases, this difference was not statistically significant.
ICC cases were more likely than non-ICC cases to have been continued due to an
inability to serve the respondent prior to the issuance of the PO. POs granted by ‘other’
judges were more likely to include ICC charges. No statistically significant differences
exist, however, between ICC and non-ICC cases concerning how the PO was enacted.
Finally, cases in which ICC charges have been filed were more likely to include
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conditions mandating counseling, payment schedules, and parenting plans than were
cases in which ICC charges have not been filed.
Bivariate analyses highlight several ways in which cases with ICC charges differ
from non-ICC cases. Cases with ICC charges were more likely to involve intimate parties
and more serious initial allegations of abuse. They were also more likely to have servicerelated continuances suggesting that the respondent was difficult to locate. Finally, ICC
cases were more likely to include several different types of supplementary PO conditions
than are cases without ICC charges.
Multivariate Results
It is important, however, to assess party and case characteristics together to better
understand the factors that relate to court-reported PO violations. Five models are
included in Table 5.3 which displays multivariate results that assess the impact of party
and case characteristics separately and then combined. Model 1 includes only party
characteristics. Similar to the bivariate results, Model 1 suggests that ICC charges were
more likely to be filed when the respondent was male and when parties were currently or
previously married with children in common, relative to all other relationship types. ICC
charges were less likely, however, when the respondent was white and when parties were
currently residing together compared to parties who previously resided or had never
resided together.
Models 2 and 3 in Table 5.3 focus on case characteristics associated with the
reporting of PO violations. The sum of initially alleged abusive acts was considered in
Model 2 whereas coercive controlling violence is considered in Model 3. In Model 2,
cases with a higher sum of initially alleged abusive acts, as well as cases that were
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Table 5.3: Logistic Regression of Reported PO Violations
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Coef. (se)
Coef. (se)
Coef. (se)
Party Characteristics
-0.52
Resp. is white
(0.26) *
0.60
Resp. is male
(0.34) †
-0.24
Resp. age
(0.43)
Relationship status a
-0.56
Married only
(0.41)
-1.08
Children only
(0.39) **
-1.55
Intimate only
(0.38) ***
-1.71
Non-intimate
(0.53) **
Cohabitation b
1.13
Previously reside
(0.34) **
1.33
Never resided
(0.42) **
Case Characteristics
0.20
Sum initial allegations
(0.09) *
0.60
Coercive control
(0.34) †
Continued due to resp.
0.65
0.44
service issues
(0.31) *
(0.40)
PO Enactment c
-0.16
-0.31
Hearing
(0.27)
(0.33)
-0.01
0.29
Default
(0.31)
(0.41)
Judge d
0.07
-0.25
Bravo
(0.38)
(0.44)
0.34
-0.93
Charlie
(0.34)
(0.44)
0.63
0.46
Delta
(0.35) †
(0.46)
0.99
0.49
Other
(0.41) *
(0.58)
0.07
-0.06
Total conditions
(0.11)
(0.14)
0.56
-1.08
-0.48
Constant
(1.61)
(0.39) **
(0.48)
N
305
305
197
Log-likelihood
-194.31
-202.19
-131.83
Chi-squared (df)
34.11 (9)
18.36 (9)
9.31 (9)

Model 4
Coef. (se)

Model 5
Coef. (se)

-0.72
(0.28) *
0.72
(0.37) *
-0.32
(0.46)

-0.84
(0.36) *
0.49
(0.51)
-0.66
(0.59)

-0.76
(0.46) †
-1.17
(0.41) **
-1.90
(0.45) ***
-2.09
(0.60) **

-1.25
(0.59) *
-1.66
(0.55) **
-2.71
(0.58) ***

1.08
(0.36) **
1.39
(0.44) **

1.11
(0.48) *
1.47
(0.57) **

--

0.22
(0.09) *
0.52
(0.34)

0.65
(0.38) †
-0.01
(0.47)

-0.20
(0.30)
0.15
(0.34)

-0.15
(0.37)
0.33
(0.46)

-0.11
(0.40)
0.23
(0.36)
0.75
(0.38) *
0.99
(0.46) *
-0.21
(0.14)
0.20
(1.75)
305
-183.37
56.00 (18)

-0.50
(0.50)
-0.59
(0.50)
0.66
(0.52)
0.23
(0.67)
-0.48
(0.18) **
2.86
(2.32)
196
-113.94
43.65 (17)

† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
a Reference is ‘are or were married with children in common.’ b Reference is ‘currently residing together.’
c Reference is ‘consent.’ d Reference is ‘Judge Alpha.’
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continued due to lack of service of the respondent prior to the enactment of the PO were
more likely to include ICC charges. Additionally, cases in which the PO was granted by
Judge Delta or by the ‘other’ group of judges were more likely to include reported PO
violations. In Model 3 in Table 5.3, cases involving coercive controlling violence are
more likely to include reported PO violations. No other case characteristics in Model 3,
however, help to explain differences in ICC and non-ICC cases.
Models 4 and 5 in Table 5.3 incorporate both party and case characteristics to
assess their impact simultaneously. Nearly all relationships found in Model 1 and Models
2 and 3 also held. Despite being significant in Model 2, continuation due to lack of
service was not significant in Model 4. Additionally, although the total number of
supplementary conditions included in the PO was not significant in Model 3, it was
significant in Model 5. Specifically, cases in which more supplementary conditions are
included appear less likely to involve ICC charges.
In order to determine whether specific initially alleged abusive acts are driving the
effect of the cumulative measure, an additional model was estimated using the individual
Table 5.4: Logistic Regression of Reported PO Violations with Individual Measures
of Initially Alleged Abusive Acts (Select Results)
Model 6
Coef. (se)
Harassment
0.34 (0.35)
Coercion
0.27 (0.32)
Threats
-0.23 (0.29)
Stalking/following
0.15 (0.30)
Unlawful imprisonment
0.34 (0.40)
Sexual assault
0.85 (0.65)
Physical harm / attempted physical harm
0.61 (0.36) †
N
Log-likelihood
Chi-squared (df)

305
-180.74
61.24 (24)

† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table 5.5: Logistic Regression of Reported PO Violations with Individual Measures
of Supplementary PO Conditions (Select Results)
Model 7
Model 8
Coef. (se)
Coef. (se)
Counseling
0.44 (0.38)
0.29 (0.51)
Payment
0.45 (0.47)
0.25 (0.65)
Property
-0.56 (0.47)
-0.97 (0.60)
Firearm Restrictions
-1.38 (0.94)
-2.15 (1.43)
Parenting
-0.30 (0.40)
-0.66 (0.49)
N
Log-likelihood
Chi-squared (df)

305
-186.38
49.98 (18)

196
-113.48
44.56 (21)

† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001

dichotomous measures whose sums produce counts of initially alleged abusive acts. The
same was done regarding supplementary PO conditions. Both case and party
characteristics are included in these models, although only select results are presented in
Tables 5.4 and 5.5.
Table 5.4, which depicts individual measures of initially alleged abusive acts,
indicates that only physical harm (including attempts to physically harm) was associated
with court-reported PO violations. All other significant relationships found in Model 4 in
Table 5.3 remained significant. Table 5.5 includes individual measures of supplementary
conditions. Model 7 uses the sum of initially alleged abusive acts as the measurement of
baseline abuse, whereas Model 8 used coercive controlling violence. In both Models 7
and 8, no specific supplementary PO conditions were associated with court-reported PO
violations. In Model 7, all significant relationships found in Model 4 in Table 5.3 held
with the exception of the respondent’s sex and parties who were only married (relative to
those who were currently or previously married and had children in common). In Model
8, all relationships found in Model 5 in Table 5.3 also held, again with the exception of
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parties who were only married (relative to those who were currently or previously
married and had children in common).
Summary
Multivariate analyses ultimately unveil similar findings to those found in bivariate
analyses. Specifically, court-reported PO violations were more likely when the
respondent was male, parties are or were married with children in common, and when
there was a greater number of initially alleged abusive acts. Court-reported PO violations,
however, were less likely when the respondent was white and when parties cohabitated at
the time the PO was requested. Moreover, these findings are consistent with the
correlates of reported PO violations as assessed with studies using participant disclosure
or police records that suggest that PO violations are most common in cases involving
married parties, shared children, and less serious or pervasive levels of initial violence
(e.g., Burgess-Proctor, 2003; Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999;
Etter & Birzer, 2007; Fernandez, Iwamoto, & Muscat, 1997; Mele, 2009). Finally, cases
involving coercive controlling violence were more likely to include reported ICC
charges. Attention turns now to the types, or nature, of commonly reported PO violations.
Nature of Reported Violations
It is important to differentiate between allegations of continued abuse and
technical violations. Allegations of assault, stalking, threats, and property damage were
categorized as continued abuse. These categories of violations have been recognized as
abusive in nature and are often assessed simultaneously in studies examining reported PO
violations (e.g., Logan et al., 2008; Logan & Walker, 2009). Non-threatening
communication, non-assaultive and non-stalking proximity violations (i.e., the respondent
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violates the distance condition, but does not cause additional harm), breaches of parenting
agreements, and ‘other’ uncategorized technical violations were categorized as technical
violations.60 These technical violations are often overlooked in studies that rely on police
records to measure PO violations. Petitioner statements, may, of course, include many
different types of violations. As such, allegations may fall under multiple categories and
may include both continued abuse and technical violations, for example.
The rest of this section reports on the various sorts of PO violations in the data
set. First, the types of PO violations commonly reported and the frequency with which
they are reported is discussed. Next, petitioner statements are used to describe the
specific nature of reported PO violations. Pseudonyms are used when describing
petitioners’ allegations. Finally, a series of bivariate results are presented for each type of

Figure 5.1: Reported PO Violations Among ICC Cases (n=150)
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communication-based violations.
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violation in order to discern differences between types of violations and to identify
common correlates, including initial allegations of abuse and patterns of coercive
controlling violence.
Commonly Reported Violations
Figure 5.2 indicates that allegations of continued abuse were far more common
than were reported technical violations among cases included in the sample. Threats were
the most commonly reported type of violation, included in two-thirds of cases with
reported violaitons. In descending order from there were stalking (52% of cases),
property damage (24% of cases), and then non-threatening communication (23% of
cases).
Figure 5.2 illustrates the specific nature of reported PO violations differentiated
by the type of violation reported (i.e., abuse only, technical only, or both abuse and
technical). Among cases in which only violations of continued abuse were reported,
threats, again, were the most commonly reported violation (87%). Interestingly, among
cases in which only technical violations were reported, non-threatening communication
violations were by far the most common, included in nearly 80% of all such cases (79%).
Concerning cases in which violations pertaining to both re-abuse and technical violations
were reported, allegations of stalking and threats were the most common (68%).
Figure 5.3 depicts the nature of violations reported depending on whether only
one violation type was included in ICC filings, or whether multiple types were included.
Among the cases in which only one specific violation type was alleged, allegations of
non-threatening communication were the most common (62%, n=18). By contrast, only
14% of cases in which multiple specific types of violations were included in ICC filings
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Figure 5.2: Reported PO Violations Among ICC Cases by
Violation Type
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Figure 5.3: Reported PO Violations Among ICC Cases by Single
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included allegations of non-threatening communication. Among cases in which multiple
types of violations were included, cases were most likely to include threats (80%),
stalking (62%), and assault (24%). No cases in which only one type of violation was
reported included allegations of assault. Attention turns now to petitioner statements
which describe the nature of these allegations.
Continued Abuse
Assault-Based Violations
Physical assault is reported in roughly one in five ICC cases (19%; n = 28). While
most assaults involved the respondent attacking the petitioner, some assaults also involve
third parties, either as assailants attacking the petitioner, or as targets victimized by the
respondent. In most cases, the third party was a new romantic partner of either the
petitioner or respondent.
Petitioners alleged their orders were violated by being “shoved,” “hit,”
“punched,” and “attacked” by respondents. Although most assaults were non-sexual in
nature, Jocelyn shares that while her estranged husband “was attempting to retrieve [his]
belongings, [he] grabbed her breast.”
Assaults often resulted in injury to the petitioner. Jay explained that the
respondent, his former partner, “attack[ed] me at a nightclub from behind. I was unaware
he was in the club. He brutally attack[ed] me that night at [the] club for 3 minutes until
my friends snatch[ed] him off of me.” Shanice recounted that her estranged husband
“chased me through my home and shoved me into [the] ground near [the] front door bay
window. I sprained my ankle as I fell.” Similarly, Serena reported that her former partner
“verbally assaulted me and swung a bag of groceries to my head causing a large lump on
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my forehead.” Serena further shares, “as I was in my car trying to leave, he punched me
in the face.”
Some assaults also involved the petitioner’s children or occurred when parties
were exchanging their shared children. Grace explained that the respondent “assaulted me
(choked and pulled my hair) while [I] was picking [our] daughter up from his care.”
Damian shared that his ex-wife “had come earlier that day [to my home] and attacked me
with my daughter in my arms and hit my child and me with an object.”
Two petitioners also noted the involvement of weapons. Alexis alleges that the
respondent, with whom she shares a child, “shot up my house or had someone he know
do it.” Likewise, Carla reports that her estranged husband fired “shots at my boyfriend’s
house.”
Half of cases with reported assault violations involved a third party, either as
targets of the respondent’s attack, or as the petitioner’s assailant. Cases in which the
respondent attacked a third party associated with the petitioner frequently concerned the
petitioner’s children, as was the case with Damian, or the petitioner’s new partner, as
seen in Carla’s case. Assaults perpetrated by third party persons associated with the
respondent most often concerned new partners. Sophia indicated that the respondent, with
whom she shares a child, “sent his girlfriend into my job and it ultimately ended with her
jumping across the [guest service] desk at me.” Similarly, Ashley shared that the
respondent, with whom she also shares a child, “was in the car with his girlfriend when
she struck me with her car [in] the parking lot [outside of the courthouse].” Finally, Layla
reported that her former partner “had his four friends jump me and throw me out” of a bar
at which the respondent claimed to work.
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Assaults are perhaps the clearest indication that petitioners are at a continued risk
of abuse despite obtaining a PO. Assaults were not always limited to the petitioner and
respondent, but involved children and significant others as well. Petitioners reported
assaults that resulted in injury and noted the use of weapons.
Stalking-Based Violations
Stalking was reported in over half of all ICC cases (52%; n = 78). Recall that
Missouri defines stalking as two or more incidents that serve no legitimate purpose, but
are intended to cause “fear of danger of physical harm,” (Missouri Revised Statute §
455.010, 2017). Some petitioners, such as Bailee, indicated that the stalking is so frequent
that official logs are needed. She explains “I keep a stalking log and below are the
following events and dates. As the time frame get[s] closer to present day you can see the
violations get more violent.”
In her first noted stalking incident, Bailee indicated that “after a custody exchange
at the police station… [the respondent] followed me to the gas station. I ignored him. He
approached me and bought me a soda.” In the next incident, just five days later, Bailee
explained that the respondent “followed me on [specific road] honking his horn yelling
out his window to me.” After this incident, Bailee pulled over and called the police while
the respondent drove away. The following week the respondent followed Bailee to her
boyfriend’s home. A few months later Bailee noted that the respondent had been to her
boyfriend’s home and had slashed his tires, his window screens, poured chewing tobacco
spit on her boyfriend’s doorstep, and poured “an oil-based substance” all over Bailee’s
vehicle as well as a friend’s vehicle that was parked at her boyfriend’s home. She
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indicated that the respondent’s vehicle could clearly be seen on a surveillance video from
her boyfriend’s home.
Some respondents were very forthcoming and direct about their stalking. Olivia
reported that her estranged husband texted her “I know you’ve been gone all day—I drive
by many times.” Similarly, Veronica indicated that the respondent, with whom she shares
a child “sends me text messages letting me no [sic] he is watching me and nos [sic] where
we live. He continues to stalk me and sends messages stating he can see me… He leaves
messages telling me to fix my blinds in the front window letting me know he has been
there.”
Other respondents did not directly tell petitioners they were being stalked, but left
an identifying mark letting the petitioner know that the respondent had been around.
Alexandria recounts finding cigarette butts outside of her home and that her estranged
husband “is the only person who smokes that I know.” Similarly, Lashay, “discovered a
piece of skittle candy sitting in gas tank area,” that she suspected was left by her
estranged husband.
Still other respondents tried to evade detection. Marcy indicated that her former
partner drove by her home but gave her children “$20 not to tell her.” When Darlene’s
estranged husband was questioned by a neighbor “he introduced himself as someone
else.”
Respondents also tried to justify their stalking by claiming that they are on public
property and are entitled to that space. Ana indicated that her ex-husband frequently
walked his dog in the park near her home (less than 50 feet away) and used the public
pool in her neighborhood despite having to drive “22 miles” to do so. Justine explained
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that she is an active member of her church. Her ex-husband “has never been a member,
nor an invited guest. He is a non-practicing [different religious denomination] who lives
30-40 miles from [her] church.” One day, however, Justine’s ex-husband entered her
church, signed the guest book and “came up another aisle and was four feet, face to face
with [her].” When Justine asked the respondent what he was doing there, he indicated
“going to church” and that he “could go anywhere he wanted.” In one extreme case,
Tara’s estranged husband “moved into a house on [her] street 117 yards away.” She
reported that “on a daily basis [he] stands in front of [her] neighbors’ houses across the
street or on the sidewalk and talks to the kids.” While throwing a football with their
daughter from across the street, Tara’s husband told her “you can’t do anything about it.
I’m in a public place.”
Many respondents focused on monitoring the petitioner’s home. Lilly indicated
that her estranged husband frequently drove through her apartment complex and Rashada
explained that her estranged husband has “been seen in his van outside [her] home in the
early hours.” Tara, whose estranged husband moved into a home on her block, reported
more intense monitoring. She indicated that he has “looked through my windows and
come onto my porch” and has “sent me a text indicating he was looking through my
windows and monitoring the actions of [our] children.”
While most stalking revolved around the petitioner’s home, other efforts targeted
the petitioner’s place of employment. Daisy indicated that her estranged husband came to
the restaurant where she works, “proceeded to sit down at the bar and order a beverage.”
Daisy told her manager about the PO, but the respondent “stayed for approximately 1
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hour after the manager requested that he leave.” She also noted that the respondent has
called her place of employment several times asking if she is working.
Several petitioners also reported being stalked online or through the use of
technology, primarily through social media. Amber indicated that her estranged husband
“likes my Facebook pictures after I have blocked him, he sets up new profiles and is
stalking me through that.” Justine shared that her estranged husband uses LinkedIn to
“locate, threaten, frighten, stalk, and disturb [her] peace.” Tommy noted the use of
technology as he “believes [the respondent] has/had a phone tap on multiple phones. She
has had a GPS on my phone before.”
Additionally, respondents enlisted the help of others in their efforts to stalk the
petitioner. Family and friends were most frequently utilized. At times, they provided
information, as was the case with Carla, who indicated that her estranged husband “made
my cousin give him my address.” Other times third-party accomplices more actively
facilitated the respondent’s stalking and monitoring. Jasmine reported that her estranged
husband, who also has a PO against her, “had our 13-year-old son put in my alarm code
so that he could access my home.” Nachelle’s respondent, with whom she shares a child,
took things a step further as she explained “he continues to call and stak [sic] me and he
has hired a private investigator and now he has found out where I lives [sic] and threatens
to come over my house and ‘scope’ me out.”
Finally, respondents also stalked others associated with the petitioner, often a new
partner or the petitioner’s child or family member. Tommy reported that the respondent,
his former partner, “showed up to my girlfriend’s job” and repeatedly called his
grandparents. Likewise, Brandy noted that, in addition to driving by her home regularly,
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her former partner, with whom she does not share a child, drove alongside her children as
they walked to school, and again several days later as they strolled their neighborhood.
She specifically indicated that her former partner “was riding on the side of my sons
when they were walking to the barber shop.”
Threat-Based Violations
Threats were the most commonly reported of all PO violations, included in nearly
two-thirds of all ICC cases (66%, n = 99). Most threats were made directly to the
petitioner, while other threats involved a third-party, again, most often a new romantic
partner.
In some cases, threats made were specific. Dayjah explained that her ex-husband
communicated to a friend that he planned to kill her “like when Johnny [pseudonym]
blasted Bandit [pseudonym] that night [and] we saw it.” Others were vague and ominous,
such as the message Marcy received from the respondent, her former partner, in which he
“called me 3 minutes after receiving [the] PO and left a voicemail saying he didn’t know
why this was happening and that if I was seeing someone it was ‘going to be all bad for
everyone.’” Other petitioner accounts were vaguer still, simply noting that the respondent
has threatened the petitioner or that the petitioner feels threatened, without providing any
additional detail or context. This occurred in 14% of cases with reported threats (n=14).
The majority of threats were directed at the petitioner (over 90%) and concerned a
range of issues, although most pertained to the active status of the PO and romantic
relationships. Mylesha explained that the respondent “continues to threat[en] me saying
he’s going to kill me and my family if I don’t lift the order of protection.” Others, like
Eve, linked the threats she received to her former partner’s concerns with her current
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romantic and sexual partners. Specifically, she noted, “he said he will kill me tonight. He
said he is not gone [sic] leave me alone until I answer the phone or send a text back, and
he said he is not playing with me. He wants to know who I have sex with.”
Respondents also threatened petitioners about custody of or time spent with
shared children. These threats often concerned the petitioner’s physical safety. Alyssa
explained that her estranged husband “called [the] house wanting [the] kids and saying
he’s going to rip my throat out.” Other threats, however, involved restricted access to
children. Tori indicated receiving multiple threats from her ex-husband to “take my child
way [sic] from me.” Threats to keep petitioners from shared children are intended
primarily to harm the petitioner, although the children may also be adversely affected and
used as a pawn to leverage stress and discomfort on the petitioner. As Destiny explained,
“He [the respondent] really doesn’t want to see the kids, he is just inconveniencing us,
not help, just wants to fuss [sic].”
The wellbeing of the petitioner’s children, whether shared with the respondent or
not, in some cases was the focus of threatening words or actions as well. Darlene alleged
that her estranged husband asked a police officer if one of their mutual children died
“would it be okay for him to attend the funeral,” which she understood as threatening the
wellbeing of her child. Carmen indicated that the respondent threatened their shared child
and “caused my daughter great emotional pain by telling her she’s stupid or ugly.”
Additionally, Lamar shared that a former partner, with whom he does not share children,
was “leaving messages on my daughter’s phone calling her obsean [sic] names
threat[en]ing to jump on her and her child.”
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Other threats, however, were not conveyed directly to the petitioner. For example,
Ashley noted that the respondent was publicly “uploading pictures of him [on social
media] with a huge knife and saying it’s O.V. (slang for over) for me when he sees me.”
Felicia reported that her estranged husband “came to my aunt[‘s] house where I am
staying [and] flashed a gun.” Additionally, Olivia indicated that her estranged husband,
who was ordered to vacate their shared home, shut off the utilities and immediately
reported to the guardian ad litem (GAL) [tasked with ensuring the best interest of their
child] that the home appeared vacant and that the respondent feared for his child’s safety.
These actions not only threatened Olivia’s wellbeing by cutting off utilities, but the
subsequent reporting to GAL threatened to alter her relationship with her child via
potential changes in child custody or visitation.
New romantic partners, the petitioner’s parents, and the petitioner’s co-workers
were also included as targets of threats made by the respondent. Teresa alleged that the
respondent, a former romantic partner, threatened to hire a hitman to kill her fiancé.
Breanna explained that her husband sent repeated text messages threatening to kill her
and her mother. Jocelyn suggested that her estranged husband threated to harm her
business partner if the business partner did not “shut down” the petitioner. Attempts to
threaten members of the petitioner’s inner circle served to further intimidate the petitioner
and potentially thwart any help-seeking the petitioner may have been receiving from
various sources of informal support.
While the vast majority of threats made involved physical harm, either directed at
the petitioner or others, threats also endangered the petitioner’s livelihood, particularly
employment or housing. “He threatened to take my job,” Lisa explained of her estranged
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husband, “and [he] started calling slandering my name and lying about everything to my
co-workers and bosses. I made them aware of the violation with the restraining order and
was fired.” Threats made to Fatima by her former partner went a step further. She
explained that, “he call[ed] my Section 8 case worker’s office informing them [I] am not
legal here & am an illegal immigrant & [am] not suppose[d] to have Section 8 & did the
same thing for my place of employment & said am not suppose[d] to be working & put
my job & home in jeopardy & harassing me by this [sic].”
Additionally, several petitioners alleged that the respondent filed or threatened to
file false claims against them to various agencies including child welfare services, the
police, and the civil court. This is what Miller and Smolter (2011) refer to as ‘paper
abuse.’ These claims, whether founded or not, were primarily intended to jeopardize the
petitioner’s parental rights and/or cause legal headaches. Allison explained that the
respondent, with whom she shares a child, “is using the courts to harass and abuse [her]
by appealing [the PO].” He has also filed a child protection order against Allison,
threatened to “file kidnapping charges against [her] babysitter,” and he repeatedly “flags
her Craigslist advertisement for attorney services so that they are removed.” Likewise,
Marcy indicated that the respondent filed a claim with St. Louis County Drug Task Force
alleging that “drugs were being sold to children outside [her] home” and that he did so in
order to “make [her] life miserable.”
Finally, a handful of petitioners alleged that the respondent threatened their
personal relationships with others by disclosing unflattering information, whether factual
or not, to a third party. These messages were not necessarily intended to be conveyed to
the petitioner, though many times they were. In one case, the respondent reached out to
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the petitioner’s boyfriend’s ex-wife on social media. Madison explained, “in an attempt
to sabotage my relationship, he told her that we were still legally married, he discussed a
prior termination of pregnancy I had, my past relationships, and my employment
information including my salary.”
In sum, petitioner statements revealed that respondents’ threats extend beyond
physical harm and may also concern the petitioner’s livelihood and relationship with
others. Threats may be used not only to intimidate petitioners, but also as a way to
undermine their will to resist the respondent’s control.
Property-Based Violations
Petitioners report property-related violations in one-quarter of cases in which ICC
proceedings are initiated (n=36). These violations may involve the breaking into the
petitioner’s home, theft, destruction of property, and vehicle damage. Not only are these
violations problematic in and of themselves (i.e., they may be criminally prosecuted and
are therefore not ‘technical’ violations of the PO), but they may be used to threaten and
intimidate the petitioner. Property damage may be a representation of the respondent’s
physical power, serving as a warning of potential damage the respondent may inflict on
the petitioner. It also may defy boundaries of personal and presumed safe spaces, as is the
case in home break-ins, communicating that the respondent may access the petitioner at
any time.
Many property-related violations, understandably, concern parties who had lived
together at some point. Interestingly, although nearly three-quarters of parties had resided
together at some point, only 14% of these cases included a condition specifying property
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exchange.61 As the notes in Lauren’s case file indicated, “though the PO does not state
with specificity, it was understood the afternoon of trial and discussed amongst the
attorneys that... She was to get her personal belongings after court, and she could come
back a few days later for her furniture.” Without explicit arrangements included in the
PO, however, there was undoubtedly room for conflict. Lauren highlighted the problem
of this informal agreement stating that the “Sherriff’s Department refused to allow [her]
access to the marital residence to take her belongings because [the respondent] had
previously informed them that the residence was his now and [she] was not allowed
access to the home.” Instead, Lauren explained that her estranged husband “and his
daughter admitted to [her] [that] they had ransacked her belongings and she would only
receive those items they decided to box up and put on the porch.” She further alleged that
“jewelry armoire and items from her office” were not included and “have been stolen or
taken by [the respondent].”
Lashay and Kiara reported similar experiences in their exchange of property with
their respective estranged husbands. Neither woman’s PO specifically included a
condition pertaining to the exchange of property, but police officers were present in both
cases. Kiara indicated that her estranged husband was “cussing [at] [and] harass[ing]
[her] the entire time.” Likewise, Lashay’s husband had an “attitude” and “held [his] hand
to her face.” In both instances, the officers limited what property could be taken, as one
officer told Lashay’s estranged husband, “if she says you can’t take it, don’t.” Both

61
Conditions specifying property exchange were less common when either party was represented by an
attorney in court. No other conditions were more or less likely to be included in cases in which one or both
parties were represented by an attorney. As was the case with Lauren, informal arrangements regarding the
exchange of property may have been common. It is possible, for example, that the court may have preferred
that lawyers tend to this matter as opposed to including a supplementary condition in the PO.
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respondents apparently left the home unsatisfied and limited by the officers as to the
items that could be taken. In both cases, the respondent returned to the petitioner’s home
at a later date and took the items they had been prohibited from originally taking. Kiara’s
estranged husband returned to her home “with a locksmith and took the car.” Lashay
indicated that a few days later, “I arrived home and checked on [the] patio, he had picked
up his things and vandalized my light on the patio.” That these violations occurred in the
absence of a PO condition specifying the exchange of property highlights that propertybased violations are not inherently technical violations of the PO. It is unclear, however,
if or how a PO condition that designates the exchange of property in the presence of a
police escort may have prevented or discouraged this type of violation.
Even when POs do include specific conditions concerning the exchange of
property, respondents sometimes ignored those agreements and seized the property they
may not have otherwise been entitled to retrieving. Recall Tara’s husband who moved
into a home on her block. She indicated that her “neighbor saw [the respondent] in a
vacant lot behind [the] house having children pass items to him over the privacy fence.”
Similarly, Emma reported that her ex-husband “removed [the] lock and hardware from
[her] residence to gain access to [her] home” and that he “repeatedly disables lights on
[the] front porch of above home where [she] stores [her] belongings.” In a more elaborate
ploy, Nicole explained that her estranged husband “comes to [my] residence stealing my
car and returning it. Last week [the respondent] stole my car, forged my signature on the
title and had his sister re-register my car in her name.”
Some respondents seemed less concerned about their property retrieval and
instead focused on damaging the petitioner’s property. This was frequently done by
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physically breaking into the petitioner’s home (36% of cases with property-based
violations). Olivia reported that her estranged husband ransacked her home, noting that
“there was a picture pulled out that I had slid behind my dresser months before (it was a
picture of my stepchildren). My court document taxes, etc. were strewn all over the floor.
They had been all in one pile on a nightstand when I had left the night before.” Other
petitioners indicated having their doors “kicked in” by respondents attempting to confront
or attack them or a third party. In one extreme case, Sasha’s daughter’s ex-boyfriend “put
a homemade bomb [and] left flammable material at my home.”
Vehicles were also a common target of property damage as many petitioners
(roughly half alleging property-based violations) reported slashed tires or broken
windshields. Ajdin explained that his “tires had been slashed with a knife by [his
estranged wife]” and Deonna shares that her estranged husband “wrote ‘bitch’ on every
surface of my car and broke my windshield.” Some respondents perpetrated more severe
vehicle damage. For example, Monica’s estranged husband set her vehicle on fire.
Technical Violations
Non-Threatening Communication-Based Violations
Non-threatening communication-based violations were the most commonly
reported technical violation. These violations occurred in just under one-quarter (23%; n=
35) of all ICC cases and included both direct and indirect communication between
parties. Direct communication involved personal correspondence between the respondent
and petitioner, whereas indirect communication was passed through a third-party,
typically a child in common or other family member. The manner of communication may
be spoken (e.g., face-to-face or phone call) or written (e.g., text message or email).
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Some petitioners merely indicated that the respondent reached out to her or him,
while others included a non-descript call log consisting of specific dates and times of
contact. Louie, for example, briefly explained that the respondent “contact[ed] me by
calling, texting, and emailing.” Addy also shared that the respondent, with whom she
shares a child, had been “continuously contacting [her] via text when the judge has
clearly stated to not be in any contact unless there is an ‘absolute emergency’ with our
daughter.”
Other petitioners, however, did disclose the nature of the communication in their
statements. Many respondents expressed regret or continued affection in their
correspondence. For example, one social media message sent by Cassandra’s husband
reads, “have some mercy on me… I love you.” Likewise, Hannah’s estranged husband
sent her a letter from jail which read, “I love u [sic] so much I never expected this…I’m
sober. Let me work and love kids and u [sic]… Please lets talk… I want my wife and kids
back…” Shannel shared that her respondent, with whom she shares a child, expressed a
similar sentiment and that he “called several times asking her to go to dinner with him.”
Several petitioners reported having been contacted by the respondent who was in
need of financial help. Nadia indicated that her former partner called her from jail asking
if she had “cashed his check,” though Nadia was not clear to what the respondent was
referring. Hannah’s estranged husband, who was also incarcerated, asked that she send
him phone money. Additionally, Tia indicated that her former partner emailed her
needing “a loan of $3,000” after taking a ‘sudden trip’ to Cyprus where he “lost his bank
cards.”
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Other petitioners indicated that the subject of conversation was much more
mundane. Ayanna, for example, indicated that her estranged husband contacted her
asking her to “remove his name from business papers or information” so that he does not
receive mail intended for Ayanna. Kristie indicated that she was evicted while living in
the home she and her estranged husband previously shared. To avoid contact with the
respondent, Kristie reached out to the respondent’s mother explaining the situation. Soon
after, Kristie received a text message from the respondent which read, “could u [sic] have
gave [sic] me a heads up when u [sic] were leaving so I could had [sic] time to get there.
Thanks tho [sic] for at least callin [sic] my mom.” Additionally, Stacy received an email
from her former partner which began, “hey long time no talk. I was hoping we could still
be friends.”
Additionally, non-threatening messages were communicated through a third party
in over one-third of cases alleging this type of violation. Most often, messages were
communicated through family members, typically the respondent or petitioner’s mother.
For example, Tori indicated that the respondent, with whom she shared a child “had his
mother text me on his behalf.” Julia also noted that the respondent’s “mother is texting
me to communicate for him” and that the respondent has also “called from his mother’s
work.” Shannel reported being contacted, not by a family member, but by the
respondent’s friend “begging me to speak to [him].” She added that the friend even
delivered a gift to her on the respondent’s behalf.
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Petitioners alleged that respondents continued to contact them through a variety of
channels and concerning a host of topics. While communication may not be threatening,
this contact was still a violation of the PO and a concern of the court.62
Non-Assaultive Proximity-Based Violations
Approximately 6% of petitioners reportedly experienced non-assaultive
proximity-based violations (n = 9). Whereas stalking signifies a more willful and
patterned behavior intended to monitor the petitioner’s actions and contacts, nonassaultive proximity violations were more likely to involve an isolated incident in which
the respondent came within close proximity of the petitioner, but did not cause any harm.
Natalie reported the most incidents of non-assaultive proximity-based violations.
She indicated that her former partner “showed up” when she was at a hospital, her uncle’s
funeral, and was frequently around her family. Although this violation was reported
multiple times, it did not appear that the respondent was stalking Natalie, but rather, that
the respondent had a close relationship with other members of her family. Because their
social circles overlap, unplanned meetings were frequent, making it difficult for her to
completely avoid contact with the respondent. Natalie expressed her frustration and noted
that “when we were together I didn’t get to see my family and now even apart he has
found a way to keep me from them by being around them with my cousin.” Moreover,
Natalie indicated that these exchanges “caus[ed] me a great deal of stress.”
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Without a full understanding of the relationship and a complete transcript of communication, however,
seemingly non-threatening communication may in fact pose a risk to the petitioner’s psychological
wellbeing and may be intended by the respondent as a means to initiate contact which may involve
subsequent physical violence.
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Another petitioner, Kristie, indicated that she was going to the respondent’s
mother’s home, her mother-in-law, to retrieve breastmilk from the deep freezer. She
explained the situation as follows:
I called to confirm [the respondent] was not there… Upon arrival at the house,
[the respondent’s] truck was in the driveway. I then called the house. [The
respondent’s] mom answered. She said [the respondent] had just gotten there, and
she would bring my milk to me. When she came outside, [the respondent] was
with her and had asked if he and his mother could see my son.
Other violations concerned the improper exchange of property or shared children.
Iris explained that her estranged husband “showed up at [her] apartment on [date] to get
personal items without police—court ordered him to go to police station first. He then left
and brought a police officer with him.”63 Similarly, Angel indicated that the respondent,
with whom she shared a child, “has come to my residence” to drop off the minor child.64
Others, including Tamara and Imani, however, did not divulge the nature of their
interactions except to say that the respondent had been within 500 feet of their persons.
Although these allegations did not involve continued abuse, repeated close
interaction with the petitioner may embolden the respondent and could escalate in the
future if left unsanctioned. Moreover, these interactions remain a violation of the PO and
a concern of the court.
Parenting-Based Violations
Parenting-related violations were reported in just over 10% of cases in which ICC
proceedings are initiated, but 19% of ICC cases that involve parties with shared children
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As no property damage is committed, this case is not coded as also involving property-based violations.
Because the respondent initially arrived without a police officer, this is only a non-assaultive proximity
violation.
64
This is categorized as both a non-assaultive proximity-based violation and a parenting-based violation.
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(n=16). Many petitioners cited violations of the parenting plan established in the PO,
while several indicated that the respondent is just generally an unfit parent.65
Recall that conditions involving parenting plans or visitation schedules were
included in just under half of all PO cases involving parties with shared children. Some
petitioners indicated that respondents simply did not show up to take care of their
children. At times, this interfered with the petitioner’s work schedule. Olivia, for
example, explained that she and her estranged husband began by following the parenting
plan and that “this worked fine for 4 weekends.” The following week, however, her
estranged husband abruptly cancelled on her. She noted that “he informed me 13 hours
before my Sunday shift that he could not watch [our son]. I have no other sitters [sic], my
mother has medical issues. I feel like he’s doing everything possible to starve me out of
my home.” Martina indicated that on one occasion her ex-husband “dropped off my baby
at my job.”
Destiny shared that her former partner was both a frequent “no show” and on
several occasions “didn’t bring our kids back on time.” She explained that “he said he is
not going to have someone tell him when he can see his kids.” Like Destiny, other
petitioners alleged that respondents intentionally kept shared children past their allotted
time. Ana shared that her ex-husband “refused to return [their] sons for [her] week of
summer vacation.” Likewise, Keith reported that he has “not seen my kid since the parent
plan was made. [I] had to drive to Illinois to see my oldest daughter at all.” Angel went as
far as to claim that her former partner “kidnapped my child and violated [the] custody
agreements.”
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Although not a violation in and of itself violation, this broader claim may be used as justification to
revise parenting plans custody or visitation arrangements, or other ‘technical’ conditions of the PO.
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Not only do respondents keep shared children from the petitioner, but they also
disrupt the petitioner’s time with their children. Tara explained that her estranged
husband “encourages [the children] to leave my house and go to his during my custody
time.” Ana added that her ex-husband bribes their son with video games asking to “hang
out with him” at Ana’s neighborhood pool.
There were also noted problems in physically exchanging the children. Many
parenting plans or visitation schedules designate appropriate exchange centers. This may
include a police station, specific public places (e.g., fast food restaurants), or a family
member’s home (e.g., the respondent’s mother’s home). Some petitioners noted,
however, that respondents were unwilling to meet at these designated locations. Harper
summarized that her estranged husband “has never gotten [their son] from the police
station.” Raymond also noted that his ex-wife “refused to meet at the designated drop off
location.” Instead, exchanges occurred in private settings such as the petitioner’s home.
This of course is a distance-related violation and puts the petitioner at risk for subsequent
abuse.
Relatedly, some PO conditions indicated that parties were not to communicate
unless the topic of conversation related to the child. Sienna explained that her former
partner “has several times contacted me threw [sic] phone… when it had nothing to do
with [our] daughter.” Similarly, Destiny shared that her former partner calls “wanting to
talk about kids but it’s a trick he just wants to control [me].”
Finally, some petitioners indicated that the respondent was a generally unfit
parent and that she or he should be relinquished of their parenting privileges and
responsibilities. In these reports, petitioners may have been looking to gain full custody
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of their children. Destiny noted concern that her former partner is “driving my babies
around on his lap, putting them in danger.” Elijah shared that he has “a [picture] of drugs
been [sic] used in front of my daughter. She is say [sic] she don’t [sic] care what the
judge say, she is steady do what she wants [sic].” Sienna indicated that “my daughter was
returned to me two weeks ago with head lice” and that “yesterday she is infested again
with bugs.” Sienna summarized her frustration by noting that her former partner “is
unable to provide and obviously isn’t paying attention to our 15-month-old daughter
seeing he lets her stay infected with lice… I wish to change my custody agreement.”
Co-parenting with the respondent presents unique challenges and increased
opportunities for PO conditions to be violated. The entangled relationship of parties with
children in common presents a delicate situation that requires specialized attention and
care beyond what is currently addressed in the courts.
Other Technical Violations
Technical violations that did not pertain to non-threatening communication, nonassaultive proximity, or parenting-based violations, were included in just over 10% of all
ICC cases (11%; n = 16).
Some of these cases included non-payment or non-compliance with other courtordered conditions.66 Giovana, for example, shared that the respondent, with whom she
shared a child, was $1500 behind on “child support as ordered in the original PO.”
Wendy also noted that her estranged husband has not paid the full amount of weekly
child support, nor had he made mortgage payments as ordered by the PO. Bailee
indicated that her former partner had violated the condition mandating counseling,
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Non-payment or non-compliance alone is not enough for a case to be sent to the ICC docket. These
allegations accompany other types of allegations as well.
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namely that he “was ordered to complete a BIP [batterers’ intervention treatment]
program, and he did not comply.”
Other petitioners reported receiving unwanted gifts from the respondent. Tara,
whose estranged husband moved in on her block, sent her many gifts including “pancakes
for me and my children… left on the front porch,” “chocolate and roses,” “flowers sent to
my office on our anniversary,” “mums on the front porch,” and she noted that “the
children gave me a mug they made with their dad with pictures of the family on it.”
Finally, Justine’s estranged husband orchestrated an elaborate plan whereby he
repeatedly signed Justine and her stepfather for mail subscription services such that they
became inundated with junk mail and advertisements.67
Allegations categorized as ‘other technical violations’ included an array of
different behaviors that either violated other conditions of the PO or presented a nuisance
for the petitioner. Although these actions did not necessarily threaten or cause the
petitioner harm, they were, nevertheless, PO violations and are of concern to the court.
Bivariate Results
Now that specific types of PO violations have been described, bivariate results are
presented in order to disentangle party and case characteristics more commonly
associated with specific types of PO violations. Party characteristics associated with each
specific type of violation are presented in Table 5.6.68 For simplicity, plus signs (+) are
used to represent significant positive associations and negative signs (-) are used to
represent significant negative associations. Most reported PO violations, specifically,
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This was not categorized as a non-threatening communication violation because the respondent was not
trying to communicate with the respondent. This was a unique form of harassment that did not fit any of the
identified categories.
68
Specific values and significance are included in Appendix F.
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Positive signs (+) represent significant positive relationships and negative signs (-) represent significant
negative relationships.
Relationships are considered significant when the p-value is less than or equal to 0.1.

violations involving threats, stalking, non-threatening communication, and other
technical violations, involved a female petitioner and a male respondent.
In terms of race, reported PO violations, particularly those concerning re-abuse,
involved a higher proportion of white petitioners, relative to non-white petitioners,
regardless of whether the respondent was white or non-white. Conversely, cases
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involving non-white petitioners and non-white respondents included a higher proportion
of cases with allegations pertaining to assault and parenting-based violations relative to
cases that did not involve both non-white petitioners and non-white respondents.
In general, reported PO violations were more common in cases in which parties
were currently or previously married with children in common. Violations involving
threats, a breach of the parenting agreement, and other technical violations, in particular,
included a higher proportion of cases with currently or previously married parties relative
to cases that involved parties in a different type of relationship (i.e., married only,
children only, intimate only, non-intimate). Conversely, PO violations, particularly those
pertaining to threats or stalking, included a significantly smaller proportion of cases with
of intimate only parties (i.e., intimate, but never married and no shared children) relative
to all other cases involving parties in a different type of relationship (i.e., married with
children, married only, children, only, non-intimate). Finally, reported PO violations
involving stalking were much more common among parties who had previously resided
together relative to parties who were currently or had never resided together.
Bivariate results depicting the association between case characteristics and
specific types of PO violations are included in Table 5.7.69 Perhaps not surprisingly,
initial allegations of abuse were generally correlated with abuse-based PO violations.
Cases in which assault-based PO violations were reported included a higher proportion of
cases with initial allegations of sexual assault and physical assault, relative to cases in
which there were no reported assault-based PO violations. Cases that involved threatbased PO violations included a higher proportion of cases with initial allegations of
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Specific values and significance are included in Appendix G.
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harassment and stalking compared to cases in which threat-based PO violations were not
reported. Interestingly, cases that did and did not include threat-based PO violations
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included similar proportions of initial allegations of threats. Cases of reported stalkingbased PO violations, however, did include a higher proportion of cases with initial
allegations of stalking, as well as initial allegations of sexual assault and physical assault
than did cases in which there were no reported stalking violations.
Although property-based violations were categorized as abuse-based violations,
case and party characteristics associated with property-based violations appear more
similar to that of other types of technical violations.70 For example, cases in which
property-based violations were reported included a similar proportion of cases with initial
allegations of abuse relative to cases in which property-based PO violations were not
reported. With one exception, technical violations of the PO were not significantly
correlated with initial allegations of abuse.
Cases involving coercive control were expected to include a higher proportion of
cases with abuse-based violations relative to cases in which coercive controlling violence
was not identified. Table 5.7 indicates that cases involving coercive controlling violence
did include a higher proportion of cases with threat-based PO violations. However, cases
involving coercive controlling violence also included similar proportions of violations
pertaining to assault, stalking, and property damage relative to cases in which coercive
controlling violence was not identified.
Cases in which there were issues serving the respondent the summons to appear in
court included a higher proportion of cases with abuse-based violations than did cases in

70
Supplementary analyses in which abuse-based violations only included allegations of assault, stalking,
and threats (i.e., property-based violations were excluded), indicate that bivariate relationships presented in
Tables 5.6 and 5.7 hold, and in some cases, were strengthened. Due to the nature of property-based
violations which may be used to intimidate and control petitioners, however, property-based violations are
categorized as abusive.
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which there were no issues serving the respondent. The method by which the PO was
enacted was not significantly associated with any types of reported violations.
Interestingly, the inclusion of specific PO conditions was generally associated
with a higher proportion of cases with reported PO violations than cases in which specific
PO conditions were not included. For example, cases that included abuse-based PO
violations included a higher proportion of cases with conditions mandating counseling
and setting some type of parenting plan than did cases in which abuse-based violations
were not reported. Cases including property-based PO violations included a higher
proportion of cases with payment schedules and parenting plans than did cases in which
property-based violations were not reported. Cases with property-based PO violations,
however, included a similar proportion of cases with conditions stipulating the exchange
of property as did cases in which no property-based violations were reported.
Additionally, and perhaps unsurprisingly, parenting-based violations were more common
in cases that included some type of parenting plan, as well as in cases that included
payment schedules. That cases that included specific types of PO conditions also
included a higher proportion of cases with reported PO violations may, in part, be related
to the fact that because more conditions are included, there are more opportunities for the
PO to be violated.
Finally, Table 5.8 indicates the average time that POs were in effect before
particular violations were reported. For example, the average time that a PO was in effect
before an assault-based violation was reported is compared to the average time that a PO
was in effect before violations were reported that did not include assault. Adjustments
were made for cases in which multiple ICC charges were filed. For example, if a new
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Table 5.8: Days until ICC Charges were Filed by Violation Type
Included
Not Included
N
Mean
N
Mean
Any Abuse
121
165.59
29
162.17
Assault *
29
231.31
121
144.79
Stalking *
78
192.78
72
130.68
Threats
99
154.15
51
180.10
Property †
36
213.78
114
149.50
Any Technical
63
188.46
87
142.01
Non-threatening communication
35
132.26
115
170.43
Non-assaultive proximity
9
183.56
141
160.11
Parenting *
16
254.75
134
150.39
Other technical †
16
246.81
134
151.34
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001

violation pertaining to stalking was reported only in the second filing, the amount of days
that the PO was in effect before stalking was reported was used rather than the amount of
days that the PO was in effect at the time of the first filing, when stalking was not
alleged. As indicated in Table 4.6, the average time that a PO was in effect before ICC
charges were filed was 161 days, or a little over five months, after the PO was obtained.
Cases that included non-threatening communication-based violations were typically
reported the soonest after the PO was enacted, about 132 days, or four and a half months
later, relative to cases involving other types of violations.
Cases with PO violations pertaining to assault, stalking, property damage,
parenting issues, and ‘other’ technical violations, were reported significantly later than
cases in which these specific violations were not alleged. For example, ICC charges for
cases including assault were filed, on average, 231 days (i.e., over seven and a half
months) after the PO was issued. This is compared to ICC charges for cases that did not
include allegations of assault which were filed significantly sooner, on average, 145 days
(i.e., just under 5 months) after the PO was issued.
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Table 5.9: Sum of All PO Violation Types Included in ICC Filings Separated by
Specific Violation Type Compared to the Average Sum of PO Violations Included
in All ICC Cases
N
Mean
Any Violation
150
2.92
Any Abuse-Based Violation *
121
3.31
Assault
29
4.52
Stalking ***
78
3.77
Threats **
99
3.45
Property ***
36
4.33
Any Technical Violation
63
2.84
Non-threatening communication ***
35
1.89
Non-assaultive proximity
9
2.56
Parenting ***
16
4.88
Other technical
16
3.62
All ICC cases included an average of 2.92 different violation types. Results for each violation type are
compared to this average.
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001

Supplementary Analyses
Cases involving serious allegations of re-abuse (i.e., assault and stalking) were
filed, on average, much later than cases that did not include these specific allegations.
One explanation may be that cases including these specific types of violations were likely
to include more types of PO violations, on average. In other words, cases in which the
most serious types of violations were reported may be likely to involve more types of PO
violations. For example, as indicated in Figure 5.3, no cases in which only one violation
type was reported pertained to assault. When assault-based violations were reported to
the court, they always accompanied other types of PO violations.
Provided that each violation type was dichotomously measured, a simple sum of
all violation types was added for each case. Cases in which only one PO violation type
was alleged was scored as 1, whereas cases in which all PO violation types were alleged
were scored as 8. Table 5.9 presents the average number of violations alleged, separated
by specific violation type. The average number of violation types included in cases in
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which a specific violation was alleged was then compared to the average number of
violation types included in all cases.
All cases reported an average of about 3 (2.92) different violation types. Cases in
which any abuse-based PO violations were alleged included more PO violation types, on
average (3.31), than did cases in which any technical PO violations were alleged (2.84).
Moreover, cases with abuse-based violations included significantly more violation types
than the average sum of violation types reported in all cases. Specifically, cases that
included violations pertaining to stalking, threats, and property damage included
significantly more violation types than the average ICC case. While cases involving
assault-based PO violations included substantially more violation types than the average
ICC case, the difference was not statistically significant. Although parenting-based
violations are considered ‘technical’ cases in which this type of violation was alleged also
included significantly more violation types than the average ICC cases. In contrast, cases
that included allegations of non-threatening communication included an average of about
two different violation types, which was significantly less than the average ICC case.
It appears then, that cases in which serious types of violations were alleged were
more likely to include more types of PO violations. This may explain why cases
involving serious violations were, on average, reported to the court much later than were
cases involving less serious violations. Namely, cases including serious violations were
likely to be reported in conjunction with many other types of abuse. Whether these
serious violations occurred later or were simply reported later, however, is not clear.
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Summary
PO violations have generally been studied as a singular phenomenon. Review of
petitioner narratives, however, suggests that petitioners experience a variety of PO
violations. Some violations may be criminal in and of themselves (e.g., assault), whereas
others are primarily technical violations (e.g., breaches of parenting agreements). Even
among similar types of violations, however, there are nuances in the manner in which
violations are perpetrated. Threats, for example, may be directed at the petitioner,
directed at a third party, or may involve reports that jeopardize the petitioner’s livelihood.
In general, cases involving female petitioners, non-white petitioners, and parties
who were currently or previously married with children in common were more likely to
include reported PO violations than were cases involving male petitioners, white
respondents, and parties in a different type of relationship. These party characteristics,
however, were not significantly associated with all types of PO violations. Cases
involving parties who were currently or preciously married, for example, involved a
higher proportion of cases with threat-based violations, but involved a similar proportion
of stalking-based violations than did cases involving parties in a different type of
relationship. Additionally, cases identified as involving coercive controlling violence
involved a higher proportion of cases with threat-based violations, but involved a similar
proportion of cases with other types of abuse-based violations than did cases in which
coercive controlling violence was not identified.
Not surprisingly, initial allegations of abuse were more strongly correlated with
abuse-based PO violations than they were correlated with technical violations. Cases
involving the inclusion of specific PO conditions were more strongly associated with
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technical violations than they were associated with abuse-based violations.
Understandably, the inclusion of supplementary conditions in the PO increases the scope
of violations that may be reported to the court. Cases involving more serious PO
violations (i.e., assault and stalking) were likely to be reported to the court significantly
later than were cases involving different types of violations. Finally, cases involving
abuse-based violations included more types of PO violations than did cases in which
technical violations were reported.
Conclusion
Case and party characteristics associated with ICC cases were compared to case
and party characteristics associated with non-ICC cases. The correlates of ICC cases were
consistent with findings found in other studies using police records or petitioner
disclosure, particularly as it pertains to intimacy between parties (i.e., marriage, shared
children, and cohabitation) as well as baseline levels of abuse (e.g., Burgess-Proctor,
2003; Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999; Etter & Birzer, 2007;
Fernandez, Iwamoto, & Muscat, 1997; Mele, 2009).
A closer look at case and party characteristics associated with specific types of
PO violations indicated that the correlates of a reported PO violation does in fact vary by
the type of violation in question. Many of the correlates identified with reported PO
violations in this dissertation and in previous research, appear to be more strongly
correlated with abuse-based violations. That is, the relationships between technical
violations and case and party characteristics, such as sex and race of the petitioner,
relationship status, and previous allegations of abuse, were much weaker.
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Cases involving reported PO violations involved a higher proportion of cases with
coercive controlling violence than did cases in which no PO violations were reported.
Moreover, among cases with reported PO violations, those involving coercive controlling
violence included a higher proportion of threat-based violations than did cases that did
not involve coercive controlling violence. Additionally, reported PO violations generally
mirrored initial allegations of abuse such that cases involving assault-based violations, for
example, included a higher proportion of initial allegations of physical and sexual assault
than did cases in which there were no reported assault-based violations. Finally, cases
involving serious PO violations (i.e., assault and stalking) were likely to include a wider
variety of PO violations than the average ICC case and were typically reported to the
court much later than were cases involving different types of violations. This may be
because serious violations occurred later, as would be the case in a series of escalating
violations, or because these violations were simply reported later. The latter scenario may
be influenced by a number of different reasons including fear of the respondent or reabuse, access to the court, or alternative intermediate help-seeking strategies.
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Chapter 6: Discussion and Implications
Millions of POs are issued to survivors of domestic violence each year (Goggins
& Gallegos, 2016). While this popular help-seeking strategy is effective for many, other
survivors are further victimized by respondents who violate the conditions of the PO
granted to them (Cordier et al., 2019; Grau, Fagan, & Wexler, 1984; Logan & Walker,
2009; Russell, 2012; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b). Understanding which PO violations
are most likely to be reported, as well as the types of violations commonly reported, is
crucial to providing better protection for persons who seek POs for relief from domestic
violence.
Consistent with studies that used police records and participant disclosure as their
data sources (e.g., Burgess-Proctor, 2003; Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999; Etter &
Birzer, 2007; Fernandez, Iwamoto, & Muscat, 1997; Mele, 2009), this study of court
records found that PO violations were correlated with aspects of party characteristics,
such as se, race, relationship status, and cohabitation. Court and case processing
variables, by comparison, had much weaker relationships with reported PO violations.
This may suggest that whether a PO is violated is much more dependent upon the status
of the relationship between the parties involved than any degree of court intervention or
oversight. Specific findings are summarized and their implications for understanding the
circumstances that give rise to PO violations are discussed below.
Party Characteristics
Race
One key finding is that court-reported PO violations were less likely in cases
involving white parties. This was particularly true for abuse-based violations. This may
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be indicative of racial differences in domestic violence perpetration and victimization, or
in reporting patterns and utilization of the law. Concerning differences in victimization,
non-white women and men, particularly Native American and Black women, generally
report higher lifetime prevalence rates of domestic violence than do white women and
men (e.g., Black et al., 2014; Durfee, 2017). Based on these findings, non-white
petitioners in the sample may, in fact, have been more likely to experience PO violations,
especially abuse-based violations.
Some scholars (e.g., Benson & Fox, 2004), however, argue that racial differences
in domestic violence victimization are tied to differences in socioeconomic status, which
unfortunately cannot be assessed with these data. If Benson and Fox’s (2004) assertions
hold true, and the rates of victimization between white and non-white petitioners are
similar once socioeconomic status is taken into account, the racial differences found in
this dissertation may be due to differences in help-seeking strategies associated with
access to alternative resources (i.e., other than the civil court).
Although non-white populations consistently report higher levels of distrust of
and dissatisfaction with the police than do white populations (e.g., Weitzer, Tuch, &
Skogan, 2008), studies suggest that in some situations, non-white survivors may actually
be more apt to turn to the police when victimized, especially when the assailant is also
non-white (Baumer & Lauritsen, 2010; Carbone-Lopez, Slocum, & Kruttschnitt, 2016;
Xie & Lauritsen, 2012). Studies suggest that Black women in particular are more likely to
call the police regarding familial problems, such as domestic violence (Bell, 2016). This
help-seeking pattern may also extend to court-reported PO violations such that non-white

148

petitioners are more likely to seek subsequent help from the civil court system following
a PO violation.
Xie and Lauritsen found that the reporting of assaults to police involving Black
assailants and Black victims was most common in areas of “high levels of racial
economic and residential inequalities” (2012: 284). While the poverty rate in St. Louis
County is relatively low, 8.9% compared to the Missouri and national average of 14.0%
(American Fact Finder, 2018abc), segregation and socioeconomic inequality in St. Louis
County are much higher than the state and national average. In St. Louis County, almost
three times as many Black persons live below the poverty level (16.5%) compared to
white persons (5.7%) (American Fact Finder, 2018abc).
The increased reliance on justice system intervention among non-white
petitioners, therefore, may be related to a lack of viable alternative resources, including
cultural, social, and monetary capital (Bourdieu, 1986), which may be more readily
available to white petitioners. Not only are persons with access to various forms of
capital better equipped to distance themselves from respondents, they are also likely to
utilize these forms of capital when subsequent violations do occur, and perhaps even
before they turn to the court. In other words, for petitioners who have access to other
resources, reporting PO violations to the court may be one avenue of help-seeking, but
not the only avenue. Installing a security camera outside one’s home or traveling a
different route to and from work, for example, may be simpler ways to address concerns
of stalking than returning to the courts. Moreover, if the PO is violated, petitioners may
have diminished faith in the civil court system or the PO to adequately address their
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concerns, and those petitioners who have more resources may turn to alternate forms of
help-seeking instead.
Socioeconomically disadvantaged petitioners, on the other hand, may see the
court as their only viable resource. If the PO is violated, they may have no alternate forms
of help-seeking and must rely on the courts, even if their confidence in the civil court and
the PO is diminished. The association between race and socioeconomic status, therefore,
may explain why cases involving non-white parties were more likely to include courtreported PO violations, and particularly violations alleging continued abuse.
Sex
Both abuse-based and technical PO violations included a higher proportion of
cases involving female petitioners and male respondents relative to cases involving either
male petitioners or female petitioners and female respondents. This finding is consistent
with feminist frameworks that suggest that violence and abuse are most likely to be
perpetrated by men against women (e.g., Dobash & Dobash, 1979). Furthermore, that
cases involving technical PO violations also included a higher proportion of female
petitioners and male respondents, relative to other petitioner-respondent sex-based
combinations, suggests that patterns involving relatively minor, non-abusive offenses
may also be gendered. This, of course, challenges family violence frameworks which
hold that all violence, whether severe or minor, is equally likely to be perpetrated by
women and men.71
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It is worth, noting, however, that the present sample does contain a high proportion of cases involving
coercive controlling violence (74%), which, according to Johnson, tends to be gendered and involve more
serious abuse. Implications regarding coercive controlling violence will be discussed momentarily.
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Alternatively, gendered differences in court-reported PO violations may be
reflective of gendered differences in reporting rather than gendered differences in the
actual risk of victimization and perpetration of abuse. Felson and Pare, for example,
found that “male victims are particularly reluctant to report assaults by their intimate
partners,” (2005: 597). Men may be even less likely to report sexual victimization or
rape, Pino and Meier suggest that men often fail to report their victimization “when it
jeopardizes their masculine self-identity” (1999: 979). It is possible that these concerns
may also have prevented male petitioners from reporting PO violations to the court,
particularly as it pertained to abuse-based violations.
Relationship Status & Cohabitation
In line with previous research (e.g., Burgess-Proctor, 2003; Carlson, Harris, &
Holden, 1999; Logan & Walker, 2009; Mele, 2009), this dissertation found mixed results
regarding the relationship between reported PO violations and various forms of intimacy.
A significantly higher proportion of reported PO violations, specifically threat-based and
parenting-based violations, involved parties who were currently or previously married
with children in common compared to other types of relationships. Cases involving
intimate parties who had never been married and did not have children in common were
not only less likely to include PO violations pertaining to threats and parenting
(understandably), but were also much less likely to involve allegations of stalking.
It is likely that persons involved in more intimate relationships (i.e., marriage and
shared children) may have greater inter-dependence, and may also develop parallel
routines and social groups, creating greater opportunity for contact and subsequent
violation. Given this increased opportunity for contact, it is understandable that there is
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also an increased risk that POs may be violated. Moreover, particularly involving parties
who are in the process of divorcing or who have shared children, court-reported PO
violations may impact other legal settlements (i.e., dissolution of the marriage and
division of properties or child custody arrangements.)
Reported PO violations were more common among parties who had previously or
had never resided together, compared to those who were currently residing together at the
time the PO was initially filed. There may be a number of explanations for the negative
association between cohabitation and court-reported PO violations. First, couples
continuing to reside together may be more apt to work through hardships, signaling that
respondents were actually less likely to violate POs. Second, because we only know
whether the petitioner reported violations to the court, not whether violations occurred,
the reduced likelihood of reported violations among cohabitating parties may suggest that
these petitioners were unwilling or unable to report violations to the court. This coincides
with research suggesting that persons residing with their abuser are likely to experience
re-abuse sooner, but they are less likely to report abuse to the police (Logan & Walker,
2009; Mele, 2009). For example, petitioners residing with respondents may not have the
same opportunity to return to court to report PO violations. Alternatively, they may be
using the PO as a signal that they, as well as the court, disapprove of the respondent’s
treatment of them, rather than as a means to permanently end the relationship. The fact
that the petitioner and respondent reside together may indicate an unwillingness to
permanently end the relationship or contact with the respondent.
Additionally, cases in which parties had previously resided together were much
more likely to have involved PO violations pertaining to stalking. Although case files do
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not indicate how recently parties had previously resided together, this finding is in line
with research that suggests that survivors who have recently separated from their abuser
face a greater risk of violence, including stalking (e.g., Logan et al., 2008; Mechanic,
Weaver, & Resick, 2000), than do survivors who have not recently separated (e.g.,
Brownridge et al., 2008; Durfee, 2017; Humphreys & Thiara, 2003). No longer living in
the same household, it is understandable that respondents may have turned to stalking as
a way to monitor petitioners with whom they previously resided.
Case Characteristics
Initial Allegations of Abuse
Cases with a wider variety of initially alleged abusive acts were more likely to
include court-reported PO violations, and particularly allegations of re-abuse.
Respondents who perpetrated a variety of initial abusive acts, for example, may have
been more likely to continue abusing petitioners following acquirement of the PO, or
these respondents may have been more likely to adapt the method by which they
continued to abuse petitioners. On the other hand, petitioners who allege a limited range
of initially abusive acts may have actually been less likely to experience PO violations.
This finding is supported by prior research that suggests that violations are less likely in
cases with less serious initial violence and abuse (e.g., Grau, Fagan, & Wexler, 1984).
Alternatively, differences in the variety of initial allegations of abuse associated
with court-reported PO violations may be tied to reporting rather than to the risk of
victimization. Because the range of abuse is more limited in cases in which fewer initial
acts were alleged, any subsequent violations that did occur may have been perceived as
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less concerning, or more manageable, to petitioners.72 Consequently, petitioners may
have been less likely to report these violations to the court. In other words, while the
actual risk of violation may have been similar, petitioners experiencing less serious levels
of baseline abuse may have been less likely to later report PO violations to the court
compared to those petitioners who experienced more expansive levels of baseline abuse
and may have been more concerned with subsequent violations.
Additionally, specific abuse-based PO violations largely mirrored initial
allegations of abuse. Stalking-based PO violations were more common among cases with
initial allegations of stalking, and assault-based PO violations were common among cases
with initial allegations of both physical and sexual assault. Cases in which threat-based
violations were reported, however, were no more likely to include initial allegations of
threats than were cases in which threat-based violations were not reported. That there is
some consistency between initial allegations of abuse and reported PO violations
suggests that the court may have issues in identifying problematic forms of violence
and/or that the conditions of the PO are not enough to address these specific forms of
violence. In other words, POs alone may simply not be enough to stop serious forms of
violence (i.e., stalking and assault). The impact of specific PO conditions is discussed
later in this chapter.
Coercive Control
Coercive control involves abuse that is strongly centered on intimidating,
monitoring, and undermining the will and ability of one’s partner to resist assertions of
power or dominance. Cases involving coercive controlling violence were not only
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A limited range of abuse may still concern serious violence. The seriousness of violence, however,
cannot be consistently assessed in these data.
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expected to include a higher proportion of court-reported PO violations but were also
expected to include a higher proportion of abuse-based PO violations relative to cases in
which coercive controlling violence was not identified. At the bivariate level, cases
involving coercive controlling violence included a higher proportion of reported PO
violations than did cases that did not involve coercive controlling violence, though
statistical significance was not achieved. In the multivariate analyses, however, coercive
controlling violence was significantly and positively associated with reported PO
violations.
A key characteristic of coercive controlling violence is the frequency or regularity
with which it occurs in a relationship. This consistent pattern of abuse may be more
challenging for POs to effectively disrupt. It is not surprising then, that cases involving
coercive controlling violence were more likely to include reported PO violations than
were cases in which coercive controlling violence was not identified. The hope that a PO
alone may be enough to immediately disrupt this persistent pattern of abuse is, perhaps,
unrealistic. Additional interventions may be necessary.
The types of violations likely to be reported in cases involving coercive
controlling violence were also partially reflective of types of violence which define
coercive control. These cases included a significantly higher proportion of threat-based
violations than did cases in which coercive controlling violence was not identified. The
proportion of violations pertaining to assault, property damage, and stalking, however,
did not significantly differ between cases with and without coercive controlling violence.
Threats actively communicate the respondent’s desire for dominance and may be
used to terrorize and manipulate petitioners into acting in ways they may not have
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otherwise acted. Further, threats may be used as an attempt to maintain control.
Therefore, it is not surprising that threat-based violations were more common among
cases with coercive controlling violence.
In contrast, other types of abuse-related violations (i.e., assault, property damage,
and stalking) were no more common among cases with coercive controlling violence.
This unexpected finding may be related to the level of control inherently associated with
each violation type. For example, Johnson (2008) indicates that while not common,
serious assaults may also be perpetrated in relationships that do not involve coercive
controlling violence, such as situational couple violence. Under these circumstances,
assault may be an emotional response to conflict that is not necessarily rooted in a desire
to control one’s partner. Similarly, property damage may also result from an emotional
outbreak not necessarily rooted in coercive control. In other words, assault and property
damage are not exclusively used to intimidate, monitor, or undermine the will and ability
of one’s partner to resist assertions of power or dominance. This may explain why cases
involving coercive controlling violence were no more likely to include reported PO
violations pertaining to assault and property damage than were cases in which coercive
controlling violence was not identified.
The fact that stalking-based PO violations were no more likely among cases
involving coercive controlling violence was surprising.73 Like threats, stalking does
involve key elements of coercive control, particularly monitoring. Stalking, however,
may be much more passive and secretive than overt threats. It is plausible, therefore, that
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Stalking-based violations were more common among cases involving coercive controlling violence
(51%) than in those cases without coercive controlling violence (43%), but this difference was not
statistically significant. See Appendices F and G.

156

petitioners who experienced coercive controlling violence may not have realized that they
were being stalked following obtainment of the PO. Furthermore, if stalking did occur, it
may have been perceived as less serious and directly concerning than other forms of
abuse, particularly threats.
Additionally, it is possible that petitioners who experienced coercive controlling
violence did not necessarily experience PO violations at a similar rate than petitioners
who did not experience coercive controlling violence, but rather, petitioners who
experience coercive controlling violence may have been less likely to report PO
violations to the court when they did occur. Unwillingness or inability to report is, again,
directly related to key elements of coercive controlling violence. Respondents may
continue to abuse the petitioner and communicate that nothing the petitioner does,
including obtaining a PO, will stop the abuse. Continued abuse may undermine the will
of the petitioner to seek additional help in the form of reported PO violations.
Furthermore, respondents may control petitioners’ access to a vehicle, cell phone, email,
friends and family, and other resources that would allow the petitioner to return to the
court to report PO violations. To this end, research should continue to explore the cases
and circumstances in which PO violations do occur but are not reported to the court.
Difficulty Serving the Respondent
Difficulty serving the respondent the initial summons to appear in court was
positively associated with court-reported PO violations, particularly those concerning
assault, threats, and stalking. When other factors were controlled for, however, difficulty
serving the respondent was no longer significantly associated with reported PO
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violations. This suggests that the relationship between serving the respondent and
reported PO violations is spurious.
Method of PO Enactment
The method by which the PO was granted was not significantly associated with
any PO violations. This suggests that persons who consent to POs were no more likely to
abide by them than were persons who entered the PO unwillingly (i.e., by judicial hearing
or by default). One explanation may be that respondents who enter POs willingly do not
see the PO as particularly serious, which may influence their decision to consent to the
order. However, because they do not take the PO seriously, they are just as likely to
disregard the conditions and violate the PO. Further research is needed to explore this
potential connection.
PO Conditions
Between ICC and non-ICC cases, there was no statistically significant difference
in the total number of conditions included in the PO. ICC cases that involved technical
violations, particularly parenting violations, however, also included more PO conditions
than did cases in which technical violations were not reported. This was not surprising
given that a condition pertaining to parenting, for example, must have been included in
order for this type of violation to have been reported. Additionally, cases that included
PO conditions pertaining to mandated payments (e.g., child support) also included a
higher proportion of parenting-based violations. Finally, cases that included mandated
counseling (e.g., batterers’ intervention program) included a higher proportion of assaultbased violations. When other factors were controlled for, however, specific PO
conditions were not significantly associated with reported PO violations. Again, this
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suggests the relationship between PO conditions and court-reported PO violations is
spurious.
It is surprising, however, that assault-based violations were more common among
cases that included mandated counseling than among cases in which counseling was not
mandated. This suggests one of two things. First, there may be a selection effect in that
the respondents mandated to complete counseling may be the most troublesome and most
likely to violate the conditions of the PO, hence the need for the supplementary condition.
Second, mandated counseling may be limited in its ability to alter the behavior of the
respondent or otherwise discourage re-abuse. This explanation is consistent with research
on batterers’ intervention programs which have only been shown to be marginally
effective, reducing the odds of re-abuse by only about 5% (Babcock, Green, & Robie,
2004; Bennett & Williams, 2001; Feder & Wilson, 2005; Gondolf, 2004). While the
delivery of such programs is beyond the purview of the court, this limitation is worth
keeping in mind when judges issue conditions intended to discourage re-abuse.
PO Violations
Types of Violations
The vast majority (81%) of cases in which PO violations were reported included
some allegation of continued abuse (i.e., assault stalking, threats, property damage). By
contrast, fewer than half of all PO cases in which violations were reported included
technical violations. Moreover, less than 20% of cases in which PO violations were
reported included only technical violations. This suggests that for many cases, abuse
continued in one way or another.
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That continued abuse violations comprised such a large proportion of total
reported PO violations is consistent with previous studies that measure re-abuse using
police records or participant disclosure (Burgess-Proctor, 2003; Buzawa & Buzawa,
2003; Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999; Etter & Birzer, 2007; Fernandez, Iwamoto, &
Muscat, 1997; Mele, 2009). PO violations that are likely to rise to the level of police
attention are likely to involve the most serious allegations of continued abuse. Therefore,
studies that rely on police records to measure PO violations are likely to capture party
characteristics associated with abuse-based, rather than technical, violations. Assaultbased violations, for example, are likely to come to the attention of the police and are
consequently likely to be included in data that rely on police records. Party characteristics
associated with abuse-based violations found in this dissertation, therefore, were
consistent with those identified in other studies which rely on police records (e.g.,
Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999).
Party characteristics associated with technical violations identified in this
dissertation, however, were not consistent with reported PO violations identified in prior
research. Again, considering that only the most serious allegations of continued abuse are
likely to rise to the level of police attention, it is understandable that technical violations
are not consistently captured in data using police records to measure PO violations. Nonthreatening communication, for example, would be unlikely to come to the attention of
the police, and would be even more unlikely to result in an arrest of the respondent. Data
that rely on police records, therefore, would not capture these types of violations. Thus,
the inadvertent exclusion of technical violations from data relying on police records may
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be used to explain why the correlates of technical violations identified in this dissertation
were not consistent with prior research.
Interestingly, among cases that included only one type of reported PO violation,
non-threatening communication was by far the most commonly reported violation type
(79%). Among cases that included multiple types of violations, however, abuse-based
violations were more common. This finding may, in part, be related to the timing in
which PO violations are reported.
Time to Reported Violation
On average, PO violations were reported 161 days after the PO was initially
granted. Violations pertaining to assault, stalking, and parenting issues, however, were
reported significantly later. It is not clear whether these violations occurred later (e.g., as
would be the case in an escalating series of violations), or whether these violations were
simply reported later (e.g., the first violation may have been forgiven or the petitioner
could not immediately make her or his way to court to report the violation).
Stark explains that POs “are predicated on the belief that victims and offenders
have sufficient time ‘between’ violent incidents (called ‘time to violence’ in the treatment
literature) to exercise their decisional autonomy to ‘leave’ or stop the abuse,” (2012: 5).
Within the context of coercive control (74% of cases in the sample), however, Stark notes
that “assaults are almost never isolated incidents” and that “abuse is ‘ongoing,’ not
merely ‘repeated,’” (2012: 11). In this dissertation, serious violation types (i.e., assault
and stalking) were not only reported later, but also included significantly more types of
PO violations than the average case. This gives credence to Stark’s argument that abuse
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is not necessarily repeated, but remains ongoing. For these cases, a greater degree of
intervention may be needed to help survivors end abuse.
Policy Implications
Party characteristics and the extent and seriousness of abuse were the most
strongly correlated with reported PO violations. Understanding differences in party
characteristics (e.g., race and sex) between cases in which PO violations were and were
not reported is important for theoretical development. It is difficult, however, to develop
policy implications based on these factors, particularly policies focused on the
respondent, that are not inherently biased and discriminatory. As such, the extent and
seriousness of abuse seem to be the most reasonable area to discuss policy.
Reported PO violations were less common among cases that did not involve
coercive controlling violence compared to cases that did involve coercive controlling
violence. This suggests that for cases in which coercive controlling violence is not
identified, POs may be an effective measure to disrupt or sanction domestic violence. For
cases that did involve coercive controlling violence and/or initial allegations of serious
abuse (e.g., assault, stalking), however, PO violations were not only more common, but
also tended to be similar in nature to the initial patterns of violence alleged. This suggests
that for these cases, much more drastic intervention beyond a civil PO may be needed to
disrupt engrained patterns of violence.
The justice system’s current treatment of coercive controlling violence is heavily
criticized by Stark (2012). He argues that both the police and courts’ responses are based
on the ‘violent incident model,’ whereby the severity of violence and the extent of injury
(either actual or intended) are prioritized over the frequency and duration of abuse.
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Moreover, rather than assessing calls for help within the full history of abuse, responses
are generally treated as singular, isolated incidents. This approach fails to recognize the
ongoing nature of coercive controlling violence, minimizes the impact of non-physical
abuse, and neglects the broad range of tactics that may be used to establish control. As
such, “court protections appear to have had relatively little impact on the long-run
prospects of victims,” (Stark, 2012: 6). This sentiment is supported by the findings of this
dissertation.
Instead, Stark presents a more theoretically informed framework in responding to
domestic violence by advocating that justice system actors assume that they are
“confronting coercive control until proved otherwise,” (2012: 27). He likens the justice
system’s response to domestic violence broadly, and coercive controlling violence more
specifically, to doctors treating patients with human immunodeficiency virus/acquired
immunodeficiency syndrome (HIV/AIDS) in the early 1980s. He explains that, “until
clinicians appreciated that a patient’s susceptibility to these infections was a function of
an underlying disease process and shifted to antiviral intervention, they were treated
symptomatically and soon died,” (Stark, 2012: 27). Just as misguided, in his opinion, is
the justice system’s response of treating the consequences of violence rather than
disrupting broad, established patterns of control.
The pervasive pattern of control inherent in coercive controlling violence serves
to “depriv[e] partners of their liberty, dignity, and equality as well as violat[e] their
physical integrity,” (Stark, 2012: 8). To this end, Stark suggests that coercive controlling
violence is more similar to ‘capture crimes’ such as kidnapping, than to assault among
strangers or acquaintances, as it is typically handled. As such, the criminal justice
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system’s response to coercive controlling violence should move beyond the thought that a
one-time ‘antidote’ such as arrest or issuance of a PO will solve the problem. Instead “the
aim of criminal justice intervention” should focus more strongly on long-term strategies
whereby the goal is to “restore the victim’s basic freedoms, including her capacity for
decision-making wherever and however it has been quashed,” (Stark, 2012: 9). Relatedly,
repeat requests for protection should be encouraged and understood as “evidence that risk
[has] escalated and stepped up sanctions [are] required,” rather than stigmatizing or
blaming survivors for their continued victimization, as is often the case (Stark, 2012: 28).
Two specific actions the court may take to discourage subsequent abuse more
effectively in PO cases in which coercive controlling violence is identified include 1.)
tracking repeat respondents and implementing more focused PO conditions, and 2.)
providing more aid to petitioners. To this end, it is imperative that petitioners be
encouraged to complete the domestic violence assessment when filing for the PO. The
information provided in the domestic violence assessment is crucial to determine whether
the case involves coercive controlling violence. This information may then be used to
inform judicial decision making during the PO hearing regarding the inclusion of
supplementary PO conditions and available petitioner support services.
Repeat Respondents and PO Conditions
Because POs are processed in civil court, unless POs are violated, they are not
included on respondents’ criminal records. Moreover, when entered by consent “no
record of evidence is made,” (Clay County, n.d.). Because coercive control concerns
established patterns of abuse, cases involving ‘repeat offenders’ (i.e., respondents who
have had POs placed against them previously) may indicate a pattern of violence that is
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most likely to continue. This understanding, and the court’s tailored response, provides
added protection particularly for petitioners who may be unaware of the respondent’s
abusive history outside of the context of their relationship.
If it is outside the ability of the court to track repeat respondents in the civil
system, review of the respondent’s criminal record by the judge presiding over the PO
docket, especially as it pertains to domestic violence, should be strongly considered.
Mandel explains, “in most jurisdictions within the United States, a criminal conviction is
not only admissible in a subsequent civil proceeding (based on the same wrong) – it is
determinative of the facts on which the criminal decision was based. Hence, the findings
of fact in the criminal case are not subject to challenge in the civil action,” (2010: 1).
Regarding criminal proceedings based on a different wrong, “criminal convictions are
consistently admissible as prima facie proof of the material facts underlying the
conviction where the prior criminal conviction is sought to be used by the injured party in
the civil action, to establish the fault of the party convicted,” (Mandel, 2010: 1). Prima
facie evidence, however, may be challenged by the respondent and “need not be
conclusive or irrefutable,” (Mandel, 2010: 1).
Within the realm of POs, cases involving serious initial allegations of violence
that are consistent with a review of the respondent’s criminal record may support the
presiding judge’s decision to issue more stringent conditions aimed at disrupting coercive
controlling violence. Batterers’ intervention programs are relatively common
supplementary PO conditions, though they have only been shown to be marginally
effective, reducing the odds of re-abuse by about 5% (Babcock, Green, & Robie, 2004;
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Bennett & Williams, 2001; Feder & Wilson, 2005; Gondolf, 2004). Other supplementary
conditions, however, may prove more promising.
Although Missouri does not mandate either the temporary or permanent removal
of firearms from respondents, the court may consider taking such action. Folkes and
colleagues suggest that abusers likely to use weapons, particularly firearms, comprise a
“subgroup of offenders who commit more severe domestic violence,” including domestic
homicide (2012: 1144). The pro-active removal of firearms, therefore, may help to
disrupt otherwise serious patterns of continued violence.
Additionally, several states allow for geospatial positioning system (GPS)
monitoring “without first requiring a violation of a protective order or an arrest,”
although many states do require an in-depth risk assessment of the respondent (Malone,
2012: 189). Malone argues that implementation of GPS monitoring at the time the PO is
issued “is consistent with the legislature's intent to prevent further harm to the domestic
violence victim rather than requiring future harm, in the form of a protective order
violation, in order to activate the GPS monitoring option,” (2012: 196). Studies that have
examined the impact of GPS monitoring in both criminal and civil court contexts, suggest
that it is fairly successful in preventing re-abuse, particularly stalking (Erez et al., 2014;
Gromman, Rydberg, & Carter, 2017; Malone, 2012).
Finally, as it pertains to cases involving parties with children in common, the
SCDVC may implement a condition which requires parties to communicate through a
secure portal. If the topic of communication is not related to their shared children, nonpertinent communication may be considered a violation of the PO. Of course,
respondents may communicate with petitioners outside of this secure portal, though any
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communication would again be considered a violation of the PO. Although this condition
was not commonly included in POs involving parties with shared children, the court may
consider broader implementation to ensure a greater degree of court oversight and,
consequently, compliance of the PO. Cases involving parties who were currently or
previously married with shared children, for example, included a higher proportion of PO
violations, particularly threats, than did cases in which parties were in a different type of
relationship. Threats made to the petitioner, therefore, may be less common if all
communication is monitored by the court.
Petitioner Support
Coercive controlling violence concerns a tremendous imbalance of power in a
relationship. Monitoring and sanctioning the respondent will only do so much if the
petitioner is not also provided with opportunities for empowerment. This approach may
require the establishment of substantial partnerships with social service agencies and
advocacy organizations and, of course, should be offered to, but not mandated for
petitioners. Services may include job training and placement that is so desperately needed
to combat economic abuse, which often tethers financially dependent petitioners to
abusive respondents. Relatedly, housing and childcare options may be provided. The
court may also consider connecting petitioners with support groups, individual
counseling, and legal aid, if needed.
These services would preferably be offered to petitioners free of charge. In order
for this to happen, of course, increased budget allocations would need to be made, which
generally requires appeals to local or state legislative bodies. If there are budgetary
concerns regarding the availability of widespread petitioner support services, the court
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may consider focusing resources on those cases in which re-abuse may be most likely
(i.e., cases in which coercive controlling violence is identified).
Funding Policy Recommendations
The expense of these recommendations should be seen as an investment not just
for survivors and their families, but for broader society as well. Duvvury and colleagues
(2013) estimate that domestic and intimate partner violence-related expenditures cost
“between 1% and 2% of the gross domestic product of each country—approximately as
much as most countries spent on their primary education systems,” (Durfee, 2017: 126).
In 2003, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimated that
domestic and intimate partner violence in the United States cost “$5.8 billion, including
$4.1 billion in direct costs for medical and mental health services and $1.8 billion in lost
productivity and earnings,” (Durfee, 2017: 126). This figure, however, does not account
for costs accrued by social service agencies or the criminal justice system, suggesting that
the actual cost of domestic and intimate partner violence is, in fact, much higher (Durfee,
2017).
Funding to combat domestic and intimate partner violence may be provided at the
federal level through the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) first passed in 1994.
The benefits of VAWA, unfortunately are not guaranteed as VAWA officially expired
and was not renewed in 2019.74 Although Congress has continued to fund many of the
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Among the expansions in the proposed 2019 reauthorization of VAWA were provisions that would
protect transgender survivors, expand the jurisdiction of tribal courts in the prosecution of non-Native men
who victimize Native women, and close the ‘boyfriend loophole’ which would bar persons convicted of
stalking non-spousal partners from obtaining firearms. This provision already existed for persons married
to or sharing a child with the survivor. Unfortunately, this proved to be a major sticking point that impeded
VAWA’s reauthorization as the National Rifle Association (NRA) touted that the bill unjustly restricted
gun rights. What resulted were competing partisan bills, and unable to reach bi-partisan support, VAWA
expired.
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programs traditionally supported through older versions of VAWA, there is no promise
that this funding will continue without its official reauthorization. Since 1994, VAWA
has provided over $4 billion in funding to state, local, and tribal agencies and non-profit
organizations to combat domestic and intimate partner violence.
In sum, while the implementation of and support for more expansive PO
conditions and petitioner-related assistance may indeed be costly, looked at from an
alternative perspective, the time, effort, and finances currently dedicated to civil POs are
not being fully maximized. Stark recognizes the uphill battle of more aggressive
treatment of coercive controlling violence. He explains that “none of this expanded effort
can be justified given the current legal status of domestic violence, particularly in states
where it is treated as a low-level misdemeanor,” (2012: 30).
In 2015, however, England criminalized “coercive or controlling behavior in a
family relationship,” which includes “psychological, physical, sexual, financial and
emotional abuse,” (Stark & Hester, 2019: 83, 85). Similar legislation has also been
passed and/or been considered in Scotland, the Irish Republic, Northern Ireland, and
Australia (Stark & Hester, 2019). The effect of such legislation, however, has yet to be
fully realized given its novelty.
Limitations and Future Research
While not all cases involving PO violations are reported to the court, it is
important to understand which cases are likely to include reported PO violations, how
case and party characteristics of these cases differ from cases in which violations are not
reported, and what these violations entail. With this knowledge, courts can determine
what they can do to discourage such violations from occurring in the future. Studies
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suggest that when petitioners feel supported and empowered, they are likely to reuse the
justice system either to report such violations, or to file a new PO in the future (e.g.,
Cattaneo & Goodman, 2010).
Scholars and court personnel need to learn more about those cases in which
violations occur but are not reported to the court. This is a crucial step in understanding
why survivors of domestic abuse who have already sought help through the courts, do not
turn back to the courts when they are re-abused.
Additionally, while the original sample consisted of 305 PO cases, the exclusion
of cases in which the domestic violence assessment was not completed resulted in a
reduction in the number of cases that could be classified as potentially involving coercive
controlling violence (n=198). Although sensitivity analyses discerned differences
between cases in which the domestic violence assessment was completed from those
cases in which the domestic violence assessment was not completed, there may be
additional variability between these cases beyond what is represented in the data.
Conclusion
The findings of this dissertation help to distinguish how cases in which PO
violations were reported to the court differed from cases in which no PO violations were
reported. Moreover, prior research examining the correlates of reported PO violations
generally has not disentangled the type, or the nature of violations reported. This
dissertation distinguished between abuse-based and technical PO violations and found the
former to be more common than the latter. Moreover, the correlates of abuse-based PO
violations were consistent with prior research using police records (Burgess-Proctor,
2003; Buzawa & Buzawa, 2003; Carlson, Harris, & Holden, 1999; Etter & Birzer, 2007;
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Fernandez, Iwamoto, & Muscat, 1997; Mele, 2009). In general, reported PO violations
largely mirrored initial allegations of abuse. Those cases involving consistent patterns of
abuse based in power and dominance (i.e., coercive controlling violence), not only
involved a higher proportion of all PO violations, but these cases specifically involved
more threat-based PO violations than did cases in which this pattern of violence was not
identified. Finally, cases involving serious initial allegations of abuse (i.e., assault and
stalking) involved more types of PO violations and were also reported to the court
significantly later than cases in which these violation types were not reported.
While there were certainly commonalities among cases in which any type of PO
violation was reported to the court, these cases were not entirely homogenous and
included a range of different PO violations. Disentangling the types of violations reported
to the court helped to identify key differences associated with unique violation types that
may be overlooked if all PO violations were aggregated. These findings may be helpful
in developing stronger, more targeted strategies aimed at disrupting specific patterns or
types of domestic violence.
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IN THE ________ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, _______________________ COUNTY, MISSOURI

Petition for Order of Protection - Adult
Notice to Petitioner: Respondent will receive a copy of this petition with service.
Judge or Division:

Case Number:

Petitioner:

Court ORI Number:
MSHP Number:
Responsible Law Enforcement ORI:
vs.

Related Cases:

(Date File Stamp)

Respondent’s Home Address:

Respondent:
Alias/Nicknames:

Home Phone Number:
Respondent’s Work Address:

Respondent’s DOB:
Age:
SSN (if known, last four digits):
Race:
Hair Color:
Eye Color:

Sex:
F
Height:
Weight:

M

Work Phone Number:
Work Hours:
Other Locations Where Respondent May Be Served:

(Identifying information for use by Law Enforcement)

Visible Identifying Marks (e.g. tattoos, birthmarks,
braces, mustache, beard, pierced ear, glasses):

Petitioner’s Relationship to Respondent pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 921(a)(32)
and 922(g)(8) determination:
Spouse
Child(ren) in common
Former spouse
Intimate residing/resided together
Are/were in a continuing social relationship of a romantic/intimate nature
Related by blood. Define relationship:
Related by marriage. Define relationship:
Residing/resided together; no intimacy
Stalking/Sexual Assault. Define relationship:

I. PETITIONER INFORMATION
1.

I am Petitioner and

2.

I reside in _______________________________________________ (city), ______________________________ (state),

at least 17 years of age

under 17 but emancipated

in the County of _____________________________.

II. RESPONDENT INFORMATION
3.

Respondent is

at least 17 years of age or emancipated

under 17

4.

Respondent may be found in ________________________________________ (city), ________________________ (state),
in the County of _____________________________.

III. LOCATION WHERE DOMESTIC VIOLENCE, STALKING, OR SEXUAL ASSAULT OCCURRED
5.

An act of domestic violence, stalking, or sexual assault occurred at ______________________________________ (address),
_______________________________ (city), _____________ (state), in the County of ______________________________.

OSCA (01-17) AA40 (ASPO)

1 of 4

455.010, 455.030, 455.030.3, 455.050 RSMo

IV. COMPLETE FOR DOMESTIC VIOLENCE PETITION ONLY
Relationship with Respondent
6.

Respondent and I: (check one or more)
reside together.
previously resided together at ________________________________________________________________ (address),
_________________________________________________ (city), _____________________________ (state), in the
County of _______________________________________.
never resided together.

Residency
7.

The residence in which I live is: (check one or more)
jointly owned, leased or rented or jointly occupied by Respondent and me.
owned, leased, rented or occupied by me.
jointly owned, leased, rented or occupied by me and someone other than Respondent.
owned, leased, rented or occupied by someone else, and Respondent is my spouse.
jointly occupied by me and another person, and Respondent has no property interest therein.

Custody
List only the children that the Petitioner and Respondent have in common. The court cannot change custody if a prior order
regarding custody is pending or has been made.
8.

It is in the best interest of the minor children that custody be awarded as follows:
Child’s Name

SSN (last 4 digits only)

Age

Address
(If other than Petitioner)

1.

______________________________________

_______________

_____

________________________

2.

______________________________________

_______________

_____

________________________

3.

______________________________________

_______________

_____

________________________

4.

______________________________________

_______________

_____

________________________

5.

______________________________________

_______________

_____

________________________
Custody

Persons to Receive
Custody

Who did each Child reside
with during last six months

(check one or both)

Temporary

1.

______________________

_____________________________

2.

______________________

_____________________________

3.

______________________

_____________________________

4.

______________________

_____________________________

5.

______________________

_____________________________

Full

(If necessary, attach additional sheets.)

V. COMPLETE FOR STALKING OR SEXUAL ASSAULT PETITION ONLY
9.

Respondent is stalking or sexually assaulting me. Explain relationship (example: co-workers, neighbors, etc.)

VI. COMPLETE FOR ALL CASES
10. Indicate any prior or pending custody court cases before, or orders entered by, this court or any other court involving the
following parties. Indicate the case numbers.
(If none, so state):

a. Petitioner _______________________________________________________________________________________
b. Respondent _____________________________________________________________________________________
c. Children (identified in item 8) ________________________________________________________________________
OSCA (01-17) AA40 (ASPO)

2 of 4

455.010, 455.030, 455.030.3, 455.050 RSMo

Acts Committed by Respondent:
11. Respondent has knowingly and intentionally: (check at least one)
caused or attempted to cause me physical harm
placed or attempted to place me in apprehension of
immediate physical harm
coerced me
stalked me
harassed me

sexually assaulted me
unlawfully imprisoned me
followed me from place to place
threatened to do any of the above

by the following act(s): (Include the most recent date(s) of each act described.)

12. I am afraid of Respondent and there is an immediate and present danger of domestic violence to me or other good cause
for an emergency temporary order of protection because: (describe)

13.

Photographs/Exhibits are filed as evidence of my injuries.

VII. PETITIONER’S REQUESTS
14.

Order Petitioner’s residential address on voter’s registration record to be closed to the public.

15. Pursuant to sections 455.010 - 455.085 RSMo, it is requested that the court issue an Ex Parte Order of Protection
restraining Respondent from: (check all that apply)
committing or threatening to commit domestic violence, sexual assault, molesting, or disturbing the peace of Petitioner
wherever Petitioner may be found.
stalking Petitioner.
entering the dwelling of Petitioner located at (see notice below) _______________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________.
entering the premises of the Petitioner’s school, located at __________________________________________________.
entering onto the premises of the Petitioner’s place of employment, located at ___________________________________.
come within ____________ (feet) of the Petitioner.
communicating with Petitioner in any manner or through any medium.
other:

Additional Requests:
It is further requested that, upon the hearing of this cause, the court also issue a Full Order of Protection enjoining Respondent
from the above acts for such time as is necessary to protect Petitioner and that the court: (one or more may be selected)
Custody
16.

Award custody of the minor child(ren) to

17.

Order visitation with the minor child(ren) to

Petitioner
Petitioner

Respondent.
Respondent as follows:

Child Support/Maintenance
18.
Order
Petitioner
Respondent to pay child support to
per week
per month.
(check one)

Petitioner

Respondent in the amount of $ ____________

19.

Petitioner

Respondent in the amount of $ ____________

Order
Petitioner
Respondent to pay maintenance to
per week
per month.
(check one)

OSCA (01-17) AA40 (ASPO)

3 of 4

455.010, 455.030, 455.030.3, 455.050 RSMo

Other Support
20.
Order that Respondent make or continue to make the rent or mortgage payments in the amount of $ ______________
(check one)

per week

per month on the residence occupied by Petitioner.

21.

Order that Respondent pay Petitioner’s rent at a residence, other than the residence previously shared with
per week
per month.
Respondent, in the amount of $ _______________ (check one)

22.

Order Respondent to pay a reasonable fee for housing and other services provided to Petitioner by a shelter for
victims of domestic violence.

23.

Order Respondent to pay the cost of medical treatment or services provided to Petitioner as a result of injuries
sustained by an act of domestic violence committed by Respondent.

Personal Property
24.
Order that Petitioner be given temporary possession of the following personal property:

25.

Prohibit Respondent from transferring, encumbering, or otherwise disposing of the following property mutually owned or
leased with Petitioner:

Counseling/Treatment
26.
Order Respondent to participate in a court-approved counseling program designed for
substance abuse.

batterers and/or

Costs/Fees
27.

Order Respondent to pay court costs.

28.

Order Respondent to pay Petitioner’s attorney fees.

Other Orders
29.

Order the full order of protection issued for one year be automatically renewed unless Respondent requests a hearing
by 30 days prior to the expiration of the order.

30.

Petitioner to receive wireless telephone number(s) and billing responsibilities from Respondent. (Note: If checked,
complete the Wireless Telephone Number Transfer Addendum form.)

31.

Other (specify):

VIII. PETITIONER’S SIGNATURE
I swear/affirm under penalty of perjury that these facts are true according to my best knowledge and belief. I understand that a
copy of this petition will be served on the respondent.

_________________________________________________
Date

__________________________________________________
Petitioner’s Signature
__________________________________________________
Address (Optional)
__________________________________________________
City, State and Zip

NOTICE: Section 455.030.3, RSMo, provides that a
Petitioner seeking protection under the Domestic
Violence Act is not required to reveal any current
address or place of residence on this motion. Do not
provide this information if doing so will
endanger you.

__________________________________________________
Telephone
__________________________________________________
Attorney’s Name, Missouri Bar No., if Applicable
__________________________________________________
Address
__________________________________________________
City, State and Zip
__________________________________________________
Telephone

OSCA (01-17) AA40 (ASPO)

4 of 4

455.010, 455.030, 455.030.3, 455.050 RSMo

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE COURT RISK ASSESSMENT
PLEASE NOTE: COMPLETION OF THIS FORM IS OPTIONAL. THIS FORM WILL BE SERVED TO THE
RESPONDENT WITH YOUR ORDER OF PROTECTION PETITION
I elect not to complete the Domestic Violence Court Risk Assessment at this time. (check box)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Estimate whether or not these behaviors have occurred in your relationship with the person against whom you are
seeking an Order of Protection (Respondent). Indicate the frequency of which they occurred by placing an “X” in the
box that best corresponds with your response.

HAS THE RESPONDENT:

Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Yearly

Never

Called you names and/or criticized you
Controlled most or all of your daily activities, including
keeping you away from friends and family, not allowing you
to have access to money, etc.
Been possessive of you or inappropriately jealous
Destroyed your property and/or personal belongings
Made threats to scare and/or intimidate you, including
threats to harm himself/herself
Stalked or harassed you by phone, text, email or in other ways
Used physical violence against you, including slapping, hitting,
pushing, kicking, choking, biting, restraining, etc.
Used physical violence against you while you were pregnant
or while holding your child(ren)
Physically forced you to have sex or forced you to engage in a
sexual act that you did not want to.
Used or threatened to use a weapon such as a gun, knife or
other object against you
Driven recklessly when you and/or your children were in the
car
Been diagnosed with a mental illness and/or abused drugs or
alcohol
Been arrested or avoided arrest for assault or battery against
you and/or former partners
Been unemployed for any length of time while in a
relationship with you
What was the worst thing he/she has ever done to you? When were you most in fear?

__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
CCFC201 Rev. 1/15

IN THE _______ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, _________________________________, MISSOURI
Judge or Division:

Case Number:

Petitioner:

Court ORI Number:
MSHP Number:
vs.

Respondent:

Responsible Law Enforcement ORI:
Related Cases:

(Date File Stamp)

Respondent’s Home Address:

Alias/Nicknames:
Home Phone Number:
Respondent’s Work Address:

Respondent’s DOB:
SSN (if known, last four digits):
Race:

Sex:

F

M

Work Phone Number:
Work Hours:
Other Locations Where Respondent May Be Served:
Petitioner’s Relationship to Respondent pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 921(a)(32)
and 922(g)(8) determination:
Spouse
Child(ren) in common
Former spouse
Intimate residing/resided together
Are/were in a continuing social relationship of a romantic/intimate nature
Related by blood. Define relationship:
Related by marriage. Define relationship:
Residing/resided together; no intimacy
Stalking/Sexual Assault. Define relationship:

Motion for Renewal of Full Order of Protection - Adult
The Petitioner requests that the court renew the Full Order of Protection that was issued against Respondent on
_______________________ (date) and terminates on ________________________ (date) for the reason that:
The expiration of the full order will place me in immediate and present danger of domestic violence, stalking, or
sexual assault.
The circumstances forming the basis for the initial order continue to exist.
The following incidents of domestic violence, stalking, or sexual assault have occurred since the date the petition
was filed:
Other reasons:
Pursuant to section 455.040, RSMo, Petitioner requests that the court renew the full order of protection for not less than 180 days
and not more than one year. A finding by the court of a subsequent act of domestic violence, stalking, or sexual assault is not
required for a renewal order of protection.

I swear/affirm under penalty of perjury that these facts are true according to my best knowledge and belief.
NOTICE: Section 455.030.3, RSMo, provides that a Petitioner seeking protection under the Domestic Violence Act is not required to
reveal any current address or place of residence on this motion. Do not provide this information if doing so will
endanger you.

___________________________________________
Date

___________________________________________

______________________________________________

Petitioner’s Signature

Attorney’s Name, Missouri Bar No., if Applicable

___________________________________________

______________________________________________

Address (Optional)

Address

___________________________________________

______________________________________________

City, State and Zip

City, State and Zip

___________________________________________

______________________________________________

Telephone

Telephone

OSCA (02-16) AA25 (ASMR)
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IN THE _______ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, __________________________________, MISSOURI
Case Number:

Judge or Division:

Court ORI Number:
MSHP Number:

Petitioner:

Responsible Law Enforcement ORI:
vs.
Respondent:

Related Cases:

(Date File Stamp)

Respondent’s Home Address:

Alias/Nicknames:
Respondent’s DOB:
SSN (if known, last four digits):
Sex:
F
M
Race:

Home Phone Number:
Respondent’s Work Address:
Work Phone Number:
Work Hours:
Petitioner’s Relationship to Respondent pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 921(a)(32)
and 922(g)(8) determination:
Spouse
Child(ren) in common
Former spouse
Intimate residing/resided together
Are/were in a continuing social relationship of a romantic/intimate nature
Related by blood. Define relationship:
Related by marriage. Define relationship:
Residing/resided together; no intimacy
Stalking/Sexual Assault. Define relationship:

Motion to Terminate Full Order of Protection - Adult
Petitioner requests termination of the full order of protection entered against Respondent on _________________________ (date). Prior to
terminating any order of protection, the court may inquire of the petitioner or others in order to determine whether the dismissal is voluntary.
_______________________________________

_______________________________________________

Date

Petitioner’s Signature

Judgment of Termination
Pursuant to section 455.060.5, RSMo, the full order of protection is terminated. The clerk shall forward a copy of this Order to the local law
enforcement agency for updating MULES.
SO ORDERED:
_______________________________________

_______________________________________________

Date

Judge

Notice of Findings and Recommendations & Notice of Right to Rehearing
The parties are notified that the foregoing Findings and Recommendations have been entered this date by a commissioner, and all papers
relative to the case or proceedings, together with the Findings and Recommendations, have been transferred to a judge of the court. The
Findings and Recommendations shall become the Judgment of the court upon adoption by order of the judge. Unless waived by the
parties in writing, a party to the case or proceeding heard by a commissioner, within fifteen days after the mailing of notice of the filing of
the Judgment of the court, may file a motion for rehearing by a judge of the court. If the motion for rehearing is not ruled on within forty-five
days after the motion is filed, the motion is overruled for all purposes. SCR 130.13
_______________________________________

_______________________________________________

Date

Commissioner

Order and Judgment Adopting Commissioner’s Findings and Recommendations
It is hereby ordered, adjudged and decreed that the foregoing Findings and Recommendations entered by the commissioner are adopted
and confirmed as a final Judgment of the court.
_______________________________________

_______________________________________________

Date

Judge

OSCA (02-16) AA50 (AFTF)
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SCR 130.13; 455.050, 455.060, 455.060.5, 487.030 RSMo

1A
STATE OF MISSOURI

)
)
)

COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS

SS

IN THE FAMILY COURT OF ST. LOUIS COUNTY
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE COURT
STATE OF MISSOURI
,
Petitioner
vs.
,
Respondent

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Cause No. __________________________
(same # as the Order of Protection)
Division No. _________________
(same # as the Order of Protection)

Respondent Identifiers
SEX

RACE

D.O.B.

EYES

HAIR

EYES

DRIVERS LICENSE #

MAKE OF AUTOMOBILE

HT.

WT.

SOCIAL SECURITY #

STATE

EXPIRATION DATE

LICENSE PLATE #

STATE

Distinguishing Features:
Respondent’s Home Address:
____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________

Respondent’s Parent’s Address:
____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________

Respondent’s Work Address:
____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________

Other Address Where Respondent May Be Located:
____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________

MOTION TO HOLD RESPONDENT IN INDIRECT CRIMINAL CONTEMPT
Comes now Petitioner, ____________________________________________________,
pursuant to Missouri Supreme Court Rule 36.01 (b), and respectfully moves for this Court’s Order
citing Respondent, _____________________________________________, for Contempt, for
Respondent’s intentional and willful acts as pled below, all in violation of this Court’s Full Order
of Protection, issued on

, 20____ (and extended on

______________________, 20_____). In support of this Motion, Petitioner states as follows:

1

1A
1. On

, 20 ____, this Court entered a Full Order of

Protection (hereinafter “O/P”) for Petitioner against Respondent, to last until
20____. [On
the Full Order of Protection, to last until

,

, 20 ____, this Court extended
, 20____.]

2. According to the provision(s) of the O/P, this Court ordered Respondent to refrain from:
abusing and threatening to abuse Petitioner;
communicating with Petitioner;
harassing and stalking Petitioner;
entering the premises of Petitioner’s residence;
interfering with the award of custody of the parties’ children to Petitioner;

(Indicate any other special provisions not otherwise covered above, which were ordered by
the Court when the O/P was entered.)
3. The O/P has at all times since its entry remained in full force and effect.
4. This Court retains jurisdiction over the O/P for its entire duration.
5. Respondent has willfully and intentionally violated the terms of the O/P as follows:

(Describe all claimed violations of the O/P, including dates, times and places as specifically as
possible. If there is not enough space, please use additional paper. If you have documents to
support your claims, please attach them and refer to them in this section.)
6. The terms of the O/P are enforceable by all remedies available at law for the enforcement of a
judgment. This Court may punish a respondent who willfully violates an O/P to the same
extent as provided by law for contempt of court. (Section 455.090, R.S.Mo.)

2

1A
WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully prays that this Court appoint an attorney to prosecute
Respondent for indirect criminal contempt. Further, Petitioner prays that this Court issue its order
citing Respondent for indirect criminal contempt. Further, Petitioner prays that Respondent be
confined in an appropriate penal institution for a period of time that this Court finds appropriate.
Finally, Petitioner prays that Respondent be ordered to pay Petitioner’s reasonable attorney’s fees
and court costs for this proceeding and for such other and further orders, judgments and decrees as
this Court deems just and proper in the premises.

Petitioner

STATE OF MISSOURI
COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS

)
) SS.
)

I, Petitioner herein, hereby swear or affirm that that the facts in the foregoing Motion for
Contempt are true and correct according to my best knowledge, information and belief.
*
Petitioner

Sworn or affirmed before me this _____day of

, 20 ____.

Deputy Circuit Clerk/Notary Public

(For Notary Publics) My Commission Expires:

* NOTE: You should only sign your name on this line in the presence of a court clerk or a
notary public. (A court clerk is always available at the Adult Abuse Office.)
3

Appendix F: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and Specific
Types of PO Violations
Table F.1: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and AbuseBased Violations
ICC Cases with AbuseICC Cases without
Based Violations
Abuse-Based Violations
(n=121)
(n=184)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.02
0.03
Male pet., female resp.
0.11
0.13
Female pet., male resp. †
0.84
0.76
Female pet., female resp. †
0.02
0.08
Race
White pet., white resp. †
0.36
0.46
While pet., non-white resp. *
0.02
0.07
Non-white pet., white resp.
0.02
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.55
0.44
white resp. †
Respondent age
38.07
38.34
Relationship status
Married with children **
0.32
0.18
Married only
0.15
0.15
Children only
0.26
0.22
Intimate only **
0.18
0.34
Non-intimate
0.08
0.10
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.17
0.24
Previously resided together
0.57
0.48
Never resided together
0.26
0.28
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table F.2: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and AssaultBased Violations
ICC Cases with AssaultICC Cases without
Based Violations
Assault-Based Violations
(n=29)
(n=276)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.03
0.03
Male pet., female resp.
0.14
0.12
Female pet., male resp.
0.83
0.79
Female pet., female resp.
0.00
0.06
Race
White pet., white resp. †
0.28
0.43
While pet., non-white resp.
0.00
0.05
Non-white pet., white resp. †
0.07
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.62
0.47
white resp.
Respondent age
34.81
38.60
Relationship status
Married with children †
0.38
0.22
Married only
0.10
0.15
Children only
0.21
0.24
Intimate only
0.24
0.28
Non-intimate
0.07
0.10
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.17
0.22
Previously resided together
0.58
0.51
Never resided together
0.24
0.28
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table F.3: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and ThreatBased Violations
ICC Cases with ThreatICC Cases without
Based Violations
Threat-Based Violations
(n=99)
(n=206)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.02
0.03
Male pet., female resp.
0.09
0.14
Female pet., male resp. †
0.86
0.76
Female pet., female resp.
0.03
0.07
Race
White pet., white resp.
0.36
0.45
While pet., non-white resp. *
0.01
0.07
Non-white pet., white resp.
0.02
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.56
0.45
white resp. †
Respondent age
38.68
38.02
Relationship status
Married with children *
0.32
0.20
Married only
0.17
0.14
Children only
0.25
0.23
Intimate only **
0.17
0.33
Non-intimate
0.08
0.10
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.16
0.24
Previously resided together
0.58
0.49
Never resided together
0.26
0.28
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table F.4: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and StalkingBased Violations
ICC Cases with StalkingICC Cases without
Based Violations
Stalking-Based
(n=78)
Violations (n=227)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.01
0.04
Male pet., female resp.
0.08
0.14
Female pet., male resp. *
0.88
0.76
Female pet., female resp.
0.03
0.07
Race
White pet., white resp.
0.38
0.43
While pet., non-white resp.
0.03
0.06
Non-white pet., white resp.
0.03
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.51
0.48
white resp.
Respondent age
39.24
37.89
Relationship status
Married with children
0.29
0.22
Married only
0.18
0.14
Children only
0.28
0.22
Intimate only **
0.14
0.33
Non-intimate
0.10
0.09
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.17
0.23
Previously resided together *
0.63
0.48
Never resided together
0.21
0.30
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table F.5: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and PropertyBased Violations
ICC Cases with PropertyICC Cases without
Based Violations
Property-Based Violations
(n=36)
(n=269)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.03
0.03
Male pet., female resp.
0.14
0.12
Female pet., male resp.
0.83
0.79
Female pet., female resp.
0.00
0.06
Race
White pet., white resp.
0.31
0.43
While pet., non-white resp.
0.03
0.05
Non-white pet., white resp.
0.03
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.61
0.47
white resp.
Respondent age
38.81
38.16
Relationship status
Married with children
0.33
0.23
Married only
0.19
0.14
Children only
0.22
0.24
Intimate only
0.17
0.29
Non-intimate
0.08
0.10
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.28
0.20
Previously resided together
0.53
0.51
Never resided together
0.19
0.28
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table F.6: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and Technical
Violations
ICC Cases with
ICC Cases without
Technical Violations
Technical Violations
(n=63)
(n=242)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.00
0.04
Male pet., female resp.
0.11
0.12
Female pet., male resp. *
0.89
0.77
Female pet., female resp. *
0.00
0.07
Race
White pet., white resp.
0.35
0.44
While pet., non-white resp.
0.06
0.05
Non-white pet., white resp.
0.05
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.51
0.48
white resp.
Respondent age
37.62
38.40
Relationship status
Married with children *
0.35
0.21
Married only
0.10
0.16
Children only
0.32
0.22
Intimate only
0.22
0.29
Non-intimate *
0.02
0.12
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.14
0.23
Previously resided together
0.59
0.50
Never resided together
0.27
0.27
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table F.7: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and NonThreatening Communication Violations
ICC Cases with NonICC Cases without NonThreatening
Threatening
Communication
Communication
Violations (n=35)
Violations (n=270)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.00
0.03
Male pet., female resp.
0.06
0.13
Female pet., male resp. *
0.94
0.77
Female pet., female resp.
0.00
0.06
Race
White pet., white resp.
0.37
0.43
While pet., non-white resp.
0.09
0.04
Non-white pet., white resp.
0.03
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.49
0.49
white resp.
Respondent age
37.93
38.28
Relationship status
Married with children
0.23
0.24
Married only
0.14
0.15
Children only
0.31
0.23
Intimate only
0.29
0.28
Non-intimate
0.03
0.10
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.11
0.23
Previously resided together
0.57
0.51
Never resided together
0.27
0.31
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001

204

Table F.8: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and NonAssaultive Proximity Violations
ICC Cases with NonICC Cases without NonAssaultive Proximity
Assaultive Proximity
Violations (n=9)
Violations (n=296)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.00
0.03
Male pet., female resp.
0.11
0.12
Female pet., male resp.
0.89
0.79
Female pet., female resp.
0.00
0.06
Race
White pet., white resp.
0.33
0.42
While pet., non-white resp.
0.00
0.05
Non-white pet., white resp.
0.00
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.67
0.48
white resp.
Respondent age
38.66
38.22
Relationship status
Married with children
0.33
0.24
Married only
0.11
0.15
Children only
0.22
0.24
Intimate only
0.33
0.28
Non-intimate
0.00
0.10
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.11
0.22
Previously resided together
0.56
0.51
Never resided together
0.33
0.27
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table F.9: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and ParentingBased Violations
ICC Cases with
ICC Cases without
Parenting-Based
Parenting-Based
Violations (n=16)
Violations (n=1289)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.00
0.03
Male pet., female resp.
0.25
0.11
Female pet., male resp.
0.75
0.80
Female pet., female resp.
0.00
0.06
Race
White pet., white resp. †
0.19
0.43
While pet., non-white resp.
0.06
0.05
Non-white pet., white resp. **
0.13
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.63
0.48
white resp.
Respondent age
34.92
38.42
Relationship status
Married with children **
0.63
0.22
Married only †
0.00
0.16
Children only
0.38
0.23
Intimate only *
0.00
0.29
Non-intimate
0.00
0.10
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.19
0.21
Previously resided together
0.63
0.51
Never resided together
0.19
0.28
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table F.10: Bivariate Relationships Between Party Characteristics and Other
Technical Violations
ICC Cases with Other
ICC Cases without Other
Technical Violations
Technical Violations
(n=16)
(n=289)
Sex
Male pet., male resp.
0.00
0.03
Male pet., female resp.
0.00
0.13
Female pet., male resp. *
1.00
0.78
Female pet., female resp.
0.00
0.06
Race
White pet., white resp.
0.56
0.41
While pet., non-white resp.
0.13
0.04
Non-white pet., white resp.
0.00
0.02
Non-white pet., non
0.25
0.50
white resp. †
Respondent age
41.40
38.06
Relationship status
Married with children †
0.44
0.23
Married only
0.13
0.15
Children only
0.31
0.24
Intimate only
0.13
0.29
Non-intimate
0.00
0.10
Cohabitation
Currently residing together
0.25
0.21
Previously resided together
0.63
0.51
Never resided together
0.13
0.28
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Appendix G: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and Specific
Types of PO Violations
Table G.1: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and AbuseBased Violations
ICC Cases with AbuseICC Cases without
Based Violations
Abuse-Based Violations
(n=121)
(n=184)
Initial Allegations
Harassment *
0.83
0.73
Coercion
0.29
0.23
Threats
0.36
0.35
Stalking/following *
0.60
0.46
Unlawful imprisonment †
0.19
0.11
Sexual assault *
0.09
0.03
Physical harm *
0.88
0.79
Sum initial allegations **
3.26
2.71
Coercive Control
0.79
0.70
Service Difficulties *
0.25
0.15
Presiding Judge
Alpha
0.24
0.28
Bravo
0.17
0.16
Charlie
0.22
0.23
Delta
0.22
0.21
Other
0.15
0.11
PO Enactment
Consent
0.42
0.45
Hearing
0.26
0.21
Default
0.32
0.34
PO Conditions
Counseling †
0.21
0.13
Payments
0.13
0.08
Property †
0.07
0.13
Firearm restrictions
0.01
0.03
Parenting †
0.38
0.28
Sum PO conditions
0.92
0.84
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.2: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and AssaultBased Violations
ICC Cases with AssaultICC Cases without
Based Violations
Assault-Based Violations
(n=29)
(n=276)
Initial Allegations
Harassment
0.79
0.77
Coercion
0.28
0.24
Threats
0.34
0.36
Stalking/following
0.66
0.50
Unlawful imprisonment
0.21
0.14
Sexual assault **
0.17
0.04
Physical harm *
0.97
0.81
Sum initial allegations *
3.52
2.86
Coercive Control
0.85
0.72
Service Difficulties *
0.34
0.17
Presiding Judge
Alpha
0.31
0.26
Bravo
0.17
0.16
Charlie
0.21
0.23
Delta
0.21
0.22
Other
0.10
0.13
PO Enactment
Consent
0.52
0.43
Hearing
0.21
0.23
Default
0.28
0.34
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.21
0.16
Payments
0.17
0.09
Property
0.07
0.11
Firearm restrictions
0.00
0.03
Parenting
0.41
0.31
Sum PO conditions
0.93
0.87
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.3: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and ThreatBased Violations
ICC Cases with ThreatICC Cases without
Based Violations
Threat-Based Violations
(n=99)
(n=206)
Initial Allegations
Harassment *
0.85
0.74
Coercion
0.25
0.26
Threats
0.38
0.34
Stalking/following *
0.62
0.47
Unlawful imprisonment
0.18
0.13
Sexual assault
0.08
0.04
Physical harm
0.87
0.81
Sum initial allegations **
3.23
2.78
Coercive Control *
0.84
0.69
Service Difficulties *
0.26
0.15
Presiding Judge
Alpha
0.26
0.26
Bravo
0.17
0.16
Charlie
0.22
0.23
Delta
0.19
0.23
Other
0.15
0.12
PO Enactment
Consent
0.38
0.47
Hearing
0.27
0.20
Default
0.34
0.33
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.20
0.15
Payments
0.12
0.09
Property
0.07
0.12
Firearm restrictions
0.01
0.03
Parenting
0.38
0.29
Sum PO conditions
0.92
0.85
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.4: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and StalkingBased Violations
ICC Cases with StalkingICC Cases without
Based Violations
Stalking-Based Violations
(n=78)
(n=227)
Initial Allegations
Harassment
0.81
0.76
Coercion
0.32
0.23
Threats
0.35
0.36
Stalking/following **
0.65
0.47
Unlawful imprisonment
0.19
0.13
Sexual assault
0.08
0.05
Physical harm †
0.90
0.80
Sum initial allegations **
3.29
2.80
Coercive Control
0.81
0.71
Service Difficulties *
0.27
0.16
Presiding Judge
Alpha
0.19
0.29
Bravo
0.14
0.17
Charlie
0.24
0.22
Delta
0.27
0.20
Other
0.15
0.12
PO Enactment
Consent
0.47
0.43
Hearing
0.24
0.22
Default
0.28
0.35
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.21
0.15
Payments
0.13
0.09
Property
0.06
0.11
Firearm restrictions
0.01
0.03
Parenting
0.38
0.30
Sum PO conditions
0.91
0.86
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.5: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and PropertyBased Violations
ICC Cases with PropertyICC Cases without
Based Violations
Property-Based Violations
(n=36)
(n=269)
Initial Allegations
Harassment
0.83
0.77
Coercion
0.28
0.25
Threats
0.39
0.35
Stalking/following
0.47
0.52
Unlawful imprisonment
0.19
0.14
Sexual assault
0.03
0.06
Physical harm
0.86
0.82
Sum initial allegations
3.05
2.91
Coercive Control
0.73
0.74
Service Difficulties
0.14
0.19
Presiding Judge
Alpha †
0.14
0.28
Bravo
0.17
0.16
Charlie
0.31
0.22
Delta
0.19
0.22
Other
0.19
0.12
PO Enactment
Consent
0.47
0.43
Hearing
0.25
0.22
Default
0.28
0.34
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.19
0.16
Payments *
0.19
0.09
Property
0.08
0.10
Firearm restrictions
0.03
0.02
Parenting *
0.47
0.30
Sum PO conditions †
1.19
0.83
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.6: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and Technical
Violations
ICC Cases with
ICC Cases without
Technical Violations
Technical Violations
(n=63)
(n=242)
Initial Allegations
Harassment
0.79
0.77
Coercion
0.25
0.26
Threats
0.32
0.36
Stalking/following
0.46
0.53
Unlawful imprisonment
0.17
0.14
Sexual assault
0.02
0.07
Physical harm
0.84
0.82
Sum initial allegations
2.86
2.94
Coercive Control
0.66
0.75
Service Difficulties
0.17
0.19
Presiding Judge
Alpha †
0.17
0.29
Bravo
0.16
0.17
Charlie
0.17
0.24
Delta †
0.30
0.19
Other †
0.19
0.11
PO Enactment
Consent
0.51
0.42
Hearing
0.16
0.24
Default
0.33
0.33
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.22
0.15
Payments **
0.22
0.07
Property
0.11
0.10
Firearm restrictions
0.02
0.02
Parenting **
0.48
0.28
Sum PO conditions *
1.16
0.80
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.7: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and NonThreatening Communication Violations
ICC Cases with NonICC Cases without NonThreatening
Threatening
Communication Violations Communication Violations
(n=35)
(n=270)
Initial Allegations
Harassment
0.74
0.78
Coercion
0.29
0.25
Threats
0.29
0.36
Stalking/following
0.43
0.53
Unlawful imprisonment
0.14
0.14
Sexual assault
0.03
0.06
Physical harm
0.86
0.82
Sum initial allegations
2.77
2.94
Coercive Control
0.68
0.74
Service Difficulties
0.17
0.19
Presiding Judge
Alpha **
0.06
0.29
Bravo
0.17
0.16
Charlie
0.26
0.23
Delta
0.31
0.20
Other
0.20
0.12
PO Enactment
Consent
0.51
0.43
Hearing
0.14
0.24
Default
0.34
0.33
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.20
0.16
Payments
0.14
0.09
Property
0.17
0.09
Firearm restrictions
0.03
0.2
Parenting
0.26
0.33
Sum PO conditions
0.86
0.87
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.8: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and NonAssaultive Proximity Violations
ICC Cases with NonICC Cases without NonAssaultive Proximity
Assaultive Proximity
Violations
Violations
(n=9)
(n=296)
Initial Allegations
Harassment
0.89
0.77
Coercion
0.22
0.26
Threats
0.33
0.35
Stalking/following †
0.22
0.52
Unlawful imprisonment
0.11
0.14
Sexual assault
0.00
0.06
Physical harm
0.89
0.82
Sum initial allegations
2.67
2.93
Coercive Control *
0.43
0.75
Service Difficulties
0.11
0.19
Presiding Judge
Alpha †
0.00
0.27
Bravo
0.33
0.16
Charlie †
0.00
0.24
Delta
0.33
0.21
Other
0.33
0.12
PO Enactment
Consent
0.44
0.44
Hearing
0.11
0.23
Default
0.44
0.33
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.11
0.17
Payments
0.00
0.10
Property
0.22
0.10
Firearm restrictions
0.00
0.02
Parenting
0.56
0.31
Sum PO conditions
0.89
0.87
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.9: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and ParentingBased Violations
ICC Cases with ParentingICC Cases without
Based Violations
Parenting-Based Violations
(n=16)
(n=289)
Initial Allegations
Harassment
0.81
0.77
Coercion
0.19
0.26
Threats
0.31
0.36
Stalking/following
0.50
0.52
Unlawful imprisonment
0.25
0.14
Sexual assault
0.00
0.06
Physical harm
0.75
0.83
Sum initial allegations
2.81
2.93
Coercive Control
0.69
0.74
Service Difficulties
0.19
0.19
Presiding Judge
Alpha
0.38
0.26
Bravo
0.06
0.17
Charlie
0.19
0.23
Delta
0.25
0.21
Other
0.13
0.13
PO Enactment
Consent
0.56
0.43
Hearing
0.13
0.23
Default
0.31
0.34
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.19
0.16
Payments **
0.31
0.09
Property
0.06
0.10
Firearm restrictions
0.00
0.02
Parenting ***
0.94
0.29
Sum PO conditions **
1.75
0.82
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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Table G.10: Bivariate Relationships Between Case Characteristics and Other
Technical Violations
ICC Cases with Other
ICC Cases without Other
Technical Violations
Technical Violations
(n=16)
(n=289)
Initial Allegations
Harassment
0.81
0.77
Coercion
0.31
0.25
Threats
0.25
0.36
Stalking/following
0.56
0.51
Unlawful imprisonment
0.13
0.15
Sexual assault
0.06
0.06
Physical harm
0.88
0.82
Sum initial allegations
3.00
2.92
Coercive Control
0.67
0.74
Service Difficulties
0.19
0.19
Presiding Judge
Alpha
0.19
0.27
Bravo
0.13
0.17
Charlie
0.06
0.24
Delta
0.31
0.21
Other *
0.31
0.12
PO Enactment
Consent
0.63
0.43
Hearing
0.19
0.23
Default
0.19
0.34
PO Conditions
Counseling
0.25
0.16
Payments ***
0.50
0.08
Property
0.13
0.10
Firearm restrictions
0.00
0.02
Parenting *
0.56
0.31
Sum PO conditions **
1.63
0.83
† ≤ 0.10; * p ≤ 0.050; ** p ≤ 0.010; *** p ≤ 0.001
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